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THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Higher education institutions across America are entering 
a potential crisis period in their histories. As the 1990s 
approach, colleges and universities are faced with declining 
budgets and enrollments. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, 
American higher education institutions enjoyed the benefits of 
financial growth and a steadily increasing enrollment. 
Because of growth in resources and enrollment, many 
administrators did not seem to worry about student attrition 
or retention. Fife explained: 
During the '60s and early '70s there were two pri-
mary reasons why an institution had limited concern 
with the retention of its students. The first was 
that it had more students than its faculty or faci-
lities could handle. If a number of students did not 
continue to enroll, it was not a problem since many 
other students were waiting to take their place. The 
second reason involved a philosophical interpretation 
of equal educational opportunity and the maintaining 
of academic standards. Many felt that they fulfilled 
their obligations for equal education opportunity if 
students had easy access to the institutions. There 
was also an assumption that academic standards would 
suffer if special considerations were given to any 
particular group of students, and therefore all were 
judged by the same criteria. As a result it was not 
unusual to have more than a 50 percent dropout rate 
before graduation. 
However, during the 1980s the situation has changed, 
and administrators no longer have the luxury of too many 
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students. Fife noted this change saying, "the growth in 
enrollment has stopped and the 18- to 24-year old student 
cohort is predicted to decrease 25 percent by the mid-1990s."2 
Due to the decrease in enrollments and the growing con-
cern for the future of colleges and universities, many studies 
on retention efforts have been conducted. The importance of 
student retention is made evident by the Carnegie Council on 
Policy Studies in Higher Education's Three Thousand Futures: 
The N~xt Twenty Years in Higher Education. The chapter 
dealing with enrollments begins with this statement: 
The most dramatic feature of the next 20 years, as 
far as we now know, is the prospect of declining 
enrollments after more than three centuries of 
fairly steady increase. . . . Points of enrollment 
acceleration in history have been 1870 with the in-
creased growth after the Civil War and following the 
introduction of the land-grant college movement; 
1945 with the G.I. Bill of Rights; and 1960 with the 
'tidal wave' of students following the high birth-
rates after World War II. Now there is a deceler-
ation point, with the abrupt and substantial demo-
graphic decline in the numbers of young persons. 
Two points of change, with movements in opposite 
directions, will have occurred within one 20-year 
period. This has never happened before in American 
history. 3 
If administrators heed the forecasts and projections of 
these studies, they must strive to find and implement methods 
and techniques of recruiting students to and retaining them on 
their campuses. Gardiner and Nazari-Robati addressed the at-
tritionjretention issue. 
Reducing the dropout or attrition rate is increasingly 
being viewed by researchers as a very difficult way 
of maintaining college enrollment. The solution to the 
problem is one of focusing on the positive rather than 
the negative. Instead of studying the dropout and 
attrition rates, researchers need to shift their 
emphasis to the persister and to retention rates. In 
other words, instead of trying to learn why students 
leave, adminis~rators need to understand why their 
students stay. 
3 
It is this line of reasoning that sets the rationale for 
this study: considering and comparing those students who stay 
in college and those who choose to leave, and learning how to 
modify current operating procedure as a result of that inform-
at ion. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the attrition/ 
retention situation at Oklahoma State University (OSU) among 
freshman and sophomore students. To help assess the causes of 
attrition and retention at OSU, the following questions were 
considered: 
1. What are the characteristics and concerns of first-
and second-year students who stay at OSU? 
2. What are the characteristics and concerns of first-
and second-year students who leave OSU? 
3. Are there differences in the characteristics and con-
cerns of first- and second-year students who stay at OSU and 
those who leave OSU? 
4. What policy changes might be recommended for osu as a 
result of this analysis? 
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Assumptions and Limitations 
It is assumed that most students who enroll as freshmen 
at OSU are capable of adjusting to the comprehensive state 
university atmosphere and can probably be somewhat influenced 
by retention efforts. 
It is assumed that not all of the questionnaires can be 
delivered to students in the population sampling. 
The study is limited in that the sample population 
includes students who are on academic probation and could not 
return to OSU even if they wanted to return. 
As Lenning noted, it is sometimes difficult and hazardous 
to obtain data directly from students. Lenning noted some of 
the limitations to this type of survey: 
First, students may not really understand their moti-
vations for leaving; consequently, they may cite 
reasons that are superficial. Often a decision results 
from a combination of reasons, no one of which may have 
made the difference between staying and leaving. 
Students who feel the need to protect their self-image 
may provide explanations that they consider socially 
acceptable or hide personal problems. Even inadequate 
financial resources, an explanation given frequ5ntly, 
is often not the real ot most important reason. 
Although it is often difficult to obtain information from 
students who leave a campus, Lenning stressed the importance 
of such data to an institution. This study drew data from 
surveys sent to the home addresses of those students who left 
OSU and to students still enrolled. Follow-up consisted of 
another mailing to those individuals who did not respond to 
the first mailing, encouraging their participation in the 
study (Appendix A). 
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Definition of Terms 
Terms used in this study which have some special meaning 
include: 
Attrition is the discontinued enrollment of a student at 
an institution. 
Retention is the continued enrollment of a student at an 
institution. 
Students who leave are students who chose to leave OSU. 
Students who stay are students who remained enrolled at 
osu. 
Characteristics and concerns are distinguishing traits, 
qualities, or properties, and opinions displayed by students. 
Need for the Study 
In 1978, Pantages and Creedon shared data compiled while 
studying college attrition from 1950 to 1975. They stated: 
Over the past four decades national studies have re-
vealed a relatively consistent pattern of attrition. 
Approximately one half of the freshmen who enter a 
baccalaureate-granting institution never graduate from 
that institution. Only 40% of an entering freshman 
class complete degrees in four years, while an addi-
tional 10% take longer than four y~ars to graduate 
from the original college entered. 
Even though this information was significant in 1978, it 
was even more important and alarming in 1985. The Chronicle 
of Higher Education reported in January, 1980, that all but 
ten states would show a decline in the number of high school 
graduates between 1979 and 1995. 7 Of the 40 states expected 
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to experience a decrease in graduating high school seniors, 
Oklahoma is projected to be down two percent. The study pre-
dieted that by 1991 there will be just 34,785 graduating 
seniors in Oklahoma compared to a high of 40,048 in 1980. 8 
What do these studies and data mean to Oklahoma State 
University? Not unlike most other comprehensive, land-grant 
universities, OSU suffers from attrition problems. According 
to Dr. Hazel Scott, assistant vice-president for Academic 
Student Services, the freshman attrition rate at OSU is 33 
percent. Therefore, it is vital that a comparison study of 
students who stay and students who leave OSU be conducted for 
purposes of addressing student needs more effectively. This 
type of study could serve as a model to other institucions 
requiring similar analysis. 
Despite warnings and projections, there are still some 
college and university administrators who doubt the fore-
casts. An example of how administrators feel toward retention 
was cited by Breneman. He noted a disturbing disbelief by 
college presidents that enrollments in their own institutions 
could decline. After conducting an informal survey, Breneman 
stated: 
Much to my surprise, I found that almost every chief 
executive queried felt his or her institution would 
maintain enrollments in a stable pattern for the 
next ten years. A few presidents mentioned that they 
dare not say anything to the contrary, f~r fear it 
would become a self-fulfilling prophecy. 
Although OSU has conducted some studies regarding its 
attrition problem, it is important to consider new avenues of 
7 
analysis and evaluation. This study was an attempt to explore 
a new way of evaluating the attrition/retention situation at 
OSU. A selected review of the literature in the area of at-
trition/retention follows. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to investigate selected 
research and literature relevant to the present study. The 
review has been divided into the following four sections: l) 
marketing in American higher education, 2) student attrition 
in American higher education, 3) student retention in American 
higher education, and 4) Oklahoma State University (OSU) 
retention studies. 
Marketing in American Higher Education 
Although the term 11 marketing 11 might be considered 
somewhat new to many college and university administrators, 
the concept is not all that new. According to Cutlip, public 
relations is perhaps the oldest form of marketing used by 
administrators in American higher education. Marketing, in 
its oldest form, appeared as early as 1869 when educators saw 
the need to inform the public of the needs, benefits, and aims 
of their institutions. 1 
The idea of informing the public about institutions of 
higher education has been transformed from information giving 
to marketing colleges and universities. Marketing, according 
to Kotler, is "the effective management by an organization of 
its exchange relations with its various markets and publics. 112 
9 
The need to use marketing in the academic sector has come 
about as a result of declining revenue and enrollment. 
The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) 
reported that the number of high school graduates was in a 
period of steady decline, on its way to a low of less than 2.7 
million in 1983. According to NCES, the total of campus en-
rollments nationwide actually dropped by 1.5 percent in 1976, 
after it had been rising steadily from 1951 to 1975, often at 
rates .of increase exceeding 10 percent a year. From the fall 
of 1976 to the fall of 1979 the net increase was only 2.4 
percent. 3 
According to tne Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in 
Higher Education, the most dramatic demographic feature of 
American higher education will be the substantial decline in 
enrollments. 4 Frances noted that the projected 18-year-old 
population in this country will drop from 4,211,000 in 1980 to 
3,426,000 in 1990. 5 Another projection by Breneman indicated 
that the nation's number of 18-year-olds will drop 26 percent 
between 1979 and 1994. 6 
These projected changes and the realization that American 
higher education has become a buyer's market led to active 
examination of the concept of marketing. This sudden change 
also coincided with recent developments in marketing theory 
that emphasized meeting customer needs as opposed to a preoc-
cupation with production or sales. 7 
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A study, conducted by Alexander, to obtain the admini-
strative level of acceptance or rejection of marketing activi-
ties when considered for incorporation in the management of 
higher education institutions, concluded that there was 
''general support for incorporation of marketing strategies in 
higher education management." Alexander solicited opinions 
from 1,800 administrators at 600 institutions, and of the 
1,022 administrators who responded, 90.3 percent favored the 
use of marketing strategies. Of the chief executives, 71.6 
percent indicated that marketing activities were being used at 
their schools.s 
Even though many administrators believed they were using 
marketing concepts on their campuses, there is some indication 
that many of these colleges and university educators were con-
fused about the marketing process. White found discrepancies 
in what college administrators reported as marketing attempts 
in their institutions and what catalogs, reports, and other 
records actually revealed. Many times documents showed that 
administrators were not doing what they said they were 
doing. White noted that although there was a growing interest 
in the use of marketing techniques by college administrators, 
most of them did not know the proper procedures to use in 
order to accomplish their marketing goals. 9 
John Anthony Brown, a college president, expressed dis-
belief at the lack of marketing skills among higher education 
administrators. He commented, 
11 
Colleges communicate their academic programs poorly to 
students; it seems easier for colleges to photograph 
their campuses than to explain their academic programs; 
colleges have great opportunity to specialize, but they 
fail to publicize clear and distinct differences; col-
leges fail to explain experimental or innovative pro-
grams to students; and, to combat enrollment drops, 
colleges often innovate the curricul~W rather than try 
to better explain existing programs. 
Often, marketing is misunderstood by administrators, as 
illustrated in a survey by Murphy and McGarrity. They found, 
after polling 200 private colleges, that 90 percent of the 
respondents believed marketing to be synonymous with pro-
motion, which was, in fact, only one highly visible aspect of 
marketing activities. 11 
Misunderstanding the term "marketing'' is easily done be-
cause administrators tend to adapt the term to whatever 
function or activity is taking place on their campuses. 
Perhaps Kotler's definition, noted earlier, can best describe 
the term for educators. Pointing out that all organizations 
must relate to their various markets and publics, he added 
that all organizations, profit or nonprofit, operate in an 
environ-ment of one cr more markets and publics. 12 
Because colleges and universities are nonprofit organi-
zations, Kotler addressed the unique issues facing these 
institutions in their marketing efforts. He noted: 
Nonprofit organizations face a host of problems that 
would be analyzed as straightforward marketing problems 
if found in the profit sector. Museums and symphonies 
have a difficult time attracting sufficient funds to 
carry on their cultural activities. Blood banks find 
it hard to enlist enough donors. Churches are having 
difficulties attracting and maintaining active 
members. . . . National parks such as Yellowstone are 
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plagued with overdemand and are seeking ways to dis-
courage of 'demarket' the parks. There is hardly a 
public or private nonprofit organization in existence 
that is not faced with some P£~blems stemming from 
its relations to its markets. 
Kotler noted that some problems might arise when trying 
to introduce marketing principles into the nonprofit sector. 
The transportation of a conceptual system from one 
domain (the private sector) to another (the nonprofit 
sector) poses a number of challenges that call for 
new creative conceptualization. The concepts of pro-
duct, price, promotion, and distribution, which are 
employed by profit-sector marketers, have to be re-
defined for maximum relevance to all organizations. 
The concepts of markets and exchange processes must 
be translated into benefit-cost maximization so that 
marketing models £~n be applied fruitfully in the 
nonprofit sector. 
The term "marketing" has been used in many different v.'ays 
and has many connotations throughout the literature, however, 
it most generally applies to promotion and to the recruitment 
of students. Kotler attempted to explain marketing in higher 
education in broader terms. "My thesis is that the college 
marketing process starts before the work of the admissions 
office and continues beyond the work of the admissions of-
fice."15 
According to Kotler, there are seven basic concepts 
within the college marketing process: l) institutional 
positioning, or the articulation of a distinct posture of the 
the college relative to other colleges; 2) portfolio planning 
involving the number of kinds of programs offered by a parti-
cular institution; 3) applicant development, or identifying 
those student markets displaying a natural interest in the 
13 
college's institutional concept and portfolio and then corn-
municating information and excitement to those students in 
order to influence their decision process; 4) applicant 
evaluation and notification, involving successfully screening 
the pool of qualified applicants to produce a new freshman 
class; 5) recruitment effort evaluation to learn the weaknes-
ses and strengths of the effort and to spot opportunities for 
improvement; 6) college improvement planning, which involves 
identifying key dimensions of on-campus student satisfaction, 
evaluating student satisfaction along each dimension, and 
developing plans for improvement; and 7) alumni loyalty 
development, which included determining the current level of 
alumni loyalty and then developing objectives and strategies 
for building alumni 1oyalty. 1 6 
Charles R. Fowler explained a successful marketing model 
in higher education by outlining six steps used at Evergreen 
State College, Washington. 
He noted, 
. adapting marketing concepts to institutional 
recruiting, retention, and public relations can at-
tract criticism from idealistic academics. But 
Evergreen is proof that this criticism can be largely 
overcome. Through its coordinated marketing program, 
the college has achieved three important goals--
enrollment growth, increased student retention, and 
greater public awareness--without having to sacrifice 
its founding principles. 1 7 
The steps he noted were: l) review the institution's 
position; 2) establish administrative leadership; 3) adapt 
educational services; 4) prepare the marketing plan; 5) 
14 
coordinate and carry out the plan; and 6) evaluate the 
marketing process. 18 
One can perhaps more easily understand the marketing con-
cept in higher education from Lovelock and Rothchild who 
stated that: 
Not all organizations practice the marketing concept. 
Some espouse the 'product concept,' which leads to 
production of whatever an organization is competent 
at producing under the assumption that good products 
reasonably priced will essentially sell themselves. 
Others subscribe to the 'selling concept,' a manage-
ment orientation that emphasized the use of sales and 
advertising techniques to 'push' whatever the organi-
zation has produced. Many observers have centered 
their criticisms of marketing on firms that practice 
the selling concept by trying to persuade consumers 
to buy things that ghe former has produced but the 
latter don't need. 1 
Lovelock and Rothchild also discussed the concept of 
maintaining customer loyalty. They noted that "educational 
consumers go through a 'life cycle' with their alma mater," 
and they suggested that at each stage in the life cycle the 
marketing task is different, as are the concerns of the target 
customer and the influences that are brought to bear on his or 
her decision. 20 
A total marketing concept is identified in the literature 
by Lucas who noted that: 
If universities and colleges are to adapt to a rapidly 
changing external environment, their faculty and leader-
ship must understand the concept of total marketing and 
accept it as an integral part of their long-range 
plan. . . . A marketing plan must be developed tha2 ern-
braces all elements of the total marketing concept. 1 
Lucas further noted that in order for an institution to 
apply the total marketing concept it must develop various 
15 
forms of marketing research including: an outline for identi-
fying community target groups, a detailed list of recruitment 
and advertising steps, a curriculum evaluation and a strong 
retention program, a well-researched study of the insti-
tutional image and an idea of how to build on this image, a 
scheme for evaluating the institution's marketing strategies, 
a look to see if marketing steps are incorporated into 
existing functions when appropriate, and the insurance that 
marketing responsibility is clearly assigned to faculty and 
staff. 22 
In reviewing the literature, several authors suggested 
changing or adjusting an institution's products in order to 
meet better the needs of a diversified student body. For 
example, Gardiner and Nazari-Robati stated that in order to 
serve a diversified group of students, "administrators look to 
the literature of marketing which has focused on responding to 
human needs, on generating and satisfying individuals custom-
ers."23 Ernest R. Leach specifically suggested such product 
modifications as revising course syllabi to include expected 
instructional outcomes, developing courses in study skills and 
career planning, and expanding tutorial services to support 
classroom learning.24 
Johnson also discussed the total marketing concept when 
studying community, junior, and technical colleges. He out-
lined the policies and procedures of four community colleges 
that employ the total marketing concept (TMC). Johnson saw 
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TMC as an instrument for planned and positive change in two-
year institutions. His suggestions to college administrators 
include: be patient and persistent; set reasonable goals and 
priorities; establish a success model on the campus as soon as 
possible; bring faculty into the marketing process from the 
very beginning; conduct on-campus marketing workshops with 
faculty, staff, and administrators; evaluate the impact of 
internal marketing on a regular basis; and base publications 
and promotions on market research and segmentation. 25 
In making use of marketing concepts and techniques in the 
higher education settings, many writers offered proof of suc-
cessful programs and made suggestions for implementing market-
ing programs to administrators. Several authors adopted ideas 
from the profit sector and applied them to higher education. 
Suggestions and advice ranged from ways for administrators to 
organize their thinking to particular techniques that applied 
to student recruitment. One such writer, Uehling, illustrated 
a decision model for administrators that included emphasis on 
leader initiative; a close look at the institution at present; 
an effort to define and understand clientele; an assessment of 
the production capacity of the institution; an assessment of 
the potential for change within the institution; an assessment 
as to whether current production capacities fit clientele 
needs; a planning strategy; actual marketing; and an 
evaluation of the effort.26 
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Kotler and Levy described an important aspect of the 
marketing process when they referred to the marketing plan as 
the act of specifying in detail what will be done, to whom, 
with what, and when, to achieve the organization's ob-
jectives.27 The marketing plan used by Temple University, 
and described by Weirich, noted these components: enrollment 
objectives for the coming year; market objectives; demographic 
characteristics of Temple students; market share analysis; and 
specified strategies and activities including advertising and 
mass mailings, high school visits, a black scholars' luncheon, 
monthly mailings to all admitted students, and special publi-
cations to parents, among others. 28 
Student Attrition in American Higher 
Education 
Webster defined attrition as "the act of weakening or 
exhausting by constant harassment or abus~'' and "a reduction 
(as in personnel) chiefly as a result of resignation, re-
tirement, or death." Regardless of how the term affects 
college administrators, it has become a negative term and a 
problem that all higher education institutions must con-
front.29 
Vincent Tinto observed the idea of student attrition or 
dropout as related to Durkheim's theory of suicide. He noted: 
According to Durkheim, suicide is more likely to occur 
when individuals are insufficiently integrated into 
the fabric of society. Specifically, the likelihood 
of suicide in society increases when two types of 
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integration are lacking--namely, insufficient moral 
(value) integration and insufficient collective affili-
ation. . . . When one views the college as a social 
system with its own value and social structures, one 
can treat dropout from that social system in a man~0 r 
analogous to that of suicide in the wider society. 
Regardless of how one defines attrition, the connotations 
the term has for most administrators centers around the idea 
of the loss of students because of dropouts, stopouts, and 
even academic failures. Explanations of how to overcome high 
attrition have been addressed in the literature. Because of 
the large body of literature on dropouts and attrition, the 
writer has chosen to conduct a selected review and divide the 
information into two main areas: l) student characteristics; 
and 2) attrition theories. 
Several writers have considered student characteristics 
as central to the analysis of student attrition, including 
Astin, 31 , Astin and Panos, 32 Cope, 33 Devecchio, 34 and 
Pumroy. 35 They described characteristics of entering freshmen 
who would eventually drop out of college. According to their 
research, the most dropout-prone freshmen were those with poor 
academic records in high schools, low aspirations, poor study 
habits, relatively uneducated parents, and small town 
backgrounds. Also associated with dropping out was being 
older than most freshmen, having Protestant parents, having no 
current religious preference, and being a cigarette smoker. 
Freshman women were more likely to drop out if they were 
married or had marriage plans which contrasted with freshman 
males who seemed to stay in college if they were married. 
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Astin noted that by far the greatest predictive factor 
was a student's past academic record and academic ability. 
Next in importance were the student's degree plans at the time 
of college entrance, religious background, and religious pre-
ference, followed by concern about college finances, study 
habits, and educational attainment of parents. 36 
According to Simpson, usually dropouts were compared to 
those remaining in school as: coming from families of lower 
socio~conomic status, having lower intelligence; having poorer 
pre-college academic preparation as indicated by high school 
grades, scholastic aptitude test scores, and high school 
quality; having lower college achievement; being less cosmo-
politan (coming from smaller towns, coming from smaller high 
schools, being less secular); coming from families which are 
more religious but less warm and supportive; having lower 
educational aspirations and lower commitment to remain in 
college; viewing education vocationally rather than as a place 
for intellectual and personal expansion; spending less time 
studying; being less well socially integrated; being less 
mature (less rational, self-controlled, self-confident, inde-
pendent, involved, and tolerant); having ideas and personal 
attributes which do not "fit'' the college culture; and being 
less satisfied with the college or university they leave. 37 
The size of the student's high school was shown to be an 
attrition factor in studies by Coker, 38 Feldman and Newcomb, 39 
Sexton, 40 Suddarth, 41 and Thompson. 42 
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According to Cope and Hannah, men and women discontinued, 
stopped out, and transferred in approximately equal propor-
tions, but for different reasons. Men dropped out for reasons 
related to competence, adequacy, and identity searching; 
whereas women dropped out more because of intellectual-
aesthetic dimensions, dating, and marriage. 43 Differences 
among men and women were noted by Rinehart. These differences 
were the result of the programs men and women selected and 
sexual stereotypes rather than a result of individual or group 
aptitudes. Women, for example, were overrepresented in 
teacher education and other fields where transfer arrangements 
were more flexible. However, women were underrepresented in 
such programs as engineering, where students often took more 
than four years to complete their degrees. 44 A variety of 
findings had been noted on what effect the gender of the 
student had upon attrition. Astin, 45 Demos, 46 and Nelson,47 
found women to have higher retention rates than men. However, 
Panos and Astin, 48 and Tinto49 found men more likely to 
persist through to graduation. 
Cope and Hannah organized information concerning attri-
tion around a number of variables which they cited as posi-
tively or negatively related to student attrition. 50 A 
summary of their treatment of the relationship between student 
sex and retention illustrates their findings. They concluded 
that there was no interaction between a student's sex and 
retention in that the men gave no reasons for dropping out 
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that were different from those given by women. And, in 
general, neither males nor females were more likely to drop 
out. 51 
Several studies, including ones by Blanchfield, 52 and 
Kossman and Kirk 53 contradicted general assumptions about high 
school performance as a predictor of college success and re-
tention. However, other studies supported that assumption 
including research by Astin 54 and Waller.55 
Information found by Marks, 57 Sewell and Shah, 58 and 
Trent and Ruyle 59 indicated that students with a low level of 
commitment to college were more likely to drop out. If there 
were a typical dropout, he/she was found to be uncertain about 
the value of college, about what major to select, and what 
career to pursue.60 
In reviewing attrition theories identified in the liter-
ature, the work of three writers stood out. 
Kamens contended that attrition could be. explained by an 
institution's social character and size. He believed that the 
large and more pres~igious institutions exerted greater hold-
ing power over students by means of their stronger status-
allocating roles. Students were given a greater choice and 
possibility of access to a broad range of vocations and 
economic groups outside the academic profession because these 
institutions had a variety of professional schools and pro-
grams available on-campus and an established network of cor-
porate recruiters and alumni of these programs. Students were 
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dependent on the college or university for access to these 
opportunities. Therefore, their commitment to the institution 
was greater, and they were more likely to stay enrolled.6l 
An interactional theory, developed by Rootman, asserted 
that voluntary withdrawal was functionally related to the 
goodness of the "person-role 11 fit between the individual and 
the normative environment of the institutional world he/she 
inhabited. If the fit were a poor one, the individual experi-
enced.strain, and withdrawal became a mechanism for coping 
when tension grew too great.6 2 
William Spady developed another interaction model which 
contended that personal attributes such as dispositions, in-
terest, attitudes, and skills interacted with environmental 
influences and sources of demand such as courses, faculty 
members, administrators, and peers. Through this interaction 
a student had the opportunity for successful assimilation. 
Whether a student left or remained was greatly influenced by 
the sufficiency of the rewards he/she found with these 
systems. 63 
Perhaps of all the models addressed in the literature, 
Tinto's was the most elaborate. Tinto's model sought to dis-
tinguish conceptually between those interactional patterns 
which led to varying forms of dropout behavior normally clas-
sified under attrition. He attempted to distinguish between 
those behaviors that led to academic dismissal and those that 
led to voluntary withdrawal from the institution. 64 
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Tinto explained: 
Given individual characteristics, prior experience, 
and commitments, ... it is the individual's inte-
gration into the academic and social systems of the 
college that most directly relates to his continuance 
in that college. Given prior levels of goal and insti-
titutional commitment it is the person's normative 
and structural integration into the academic and social 
systems that lead to new levels of commitment. Other 
things being equal, the higher the degree of inte-
gration of the individual into the college systems, 
the greater will be his commitment to the specific 
institution and to the goal of college completion.6 5 
Because of confusion and lack of understanding or expla-
nation in retention research, Tinto developed his theoretical 
model of dropout behavior, derived in part from Durkheim's 
theory of suicide, and economic notions of· cost-benefit analy-
sis. Tinto argued that the process of interaction between the 
individual student and the academic and social systems of the 
college during which a person's experiences in these systems 
would continually modify his goal and institutional corn-
mitrnents in ways which led to persistence and/or to varying 
forms of dropout.66 
According to Tinto: 
Individuals enter institutions of higher education 
with a variety of attributes .•. pre-college ex-
periences ... and family backgrounds, ... each 
of which had direct impacts upon performance in 
college . . and influence the development of the 
educational expectations and commitments the indivi-
dual brings with him into the college environment. 0 7 
Student Retention in American Higher 
Education 
In examining the literature concerning how successful or 
effective retention programs have been, Kermerer, Baldridge, 
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and Green seemed to have ~he best handle on the retention 
efforts of higher education institutions. They concluded that 
most colleges and universities have not done much in trying to 
lower attrition rates. The three researchers noted several 
reasons retention programs have not been effective, including 
organizational and administrative barriers. They noted: 
. comparing retention activities to recruitment 
efforts. From an organizational and administrative 
viewpoint recruitment is significantly different in 
that: (1) it has a cent~al administrative office, (2) 
success or failure is easy to evaluate, (3) resources 
(money, personnel, equipment) are clearly assigned, 
and (4) responsibility is highly centralized so that 
changes can be made directly by top managers. In 
short, recruitment is a centralized, focused, well 
staffed, administrative fuggtion--and administrators 
can do something about it. 
By contrast, retention has almost exactly opposite 
organizational and administrative characteristics. 
Who is in charge of retention? How do you evaluate 
the effort, and what administrators can be held 
responsible? Just how visible is the effort to the 
campus community? The answer to these questions 
suggests that retention efforts are decentralized, 
difficult to evaluate, not under the jurisdiction 
of a single administrator, are an administrative 
nightmare, and they do not have a focal point. Never-
theless, every institution must now consider how to 
change this situat~~n, how to have an impact on the 
retention problem. 
Although there have been many retention studies, one of 
the largest is the National Longitudinal Study of the High 
School Class of 1972. These data included information on 
nearly 22,000 students attending 1,800 two- and four-year 
institutions, excluding vocational and technical facilities. 
Peng and Fetters concluded: 1) women were more likely to 
drop out of two-year institutions; 2) when all other factors 
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were controlled, Whites were more likely to drop out: 3) the 
three variables, high school program, educational aspiration, 
and college grades accounted for the greatest variance: and 4) 
financial aid was not a significant factor in retention. 70 
Many variables were involved when looking at retention 
studies. Felice was interested in the prediction of Black 
retention and was able to classify dropouts and persisters 84 
percent of the time through the utilization of such variables 
as: student perception of structure openness, perceived 
school racial discrimination, and the behavior and expect-
ations of teachers. 71 Another variable used in retention 
studies was the personality characteristics of withdrawers and 
persisters. Hannah, using this variable, found that with-
drawers were more impulsive, complex, anxious, and withdrawn 
as well as less personally integrated.7 2 
As a result of retention studies, several authors identi-
fied strategies and gave suggestions for improving student re-
tention. Lenning, Beal, and Sauer noted six strategies that 
institutions could use to improve retention including: l) 
improved faculty-student interaction: 2) improved peer inter-
actions: 3) responsiveness to student complaints and expressed 
needs; 4) many on-campus, part-time work opportunities pro-
vided: 5) a meaningful and accurate picture of the institution 
presented; and 6) improved instruction and academic pro-
grams.73 
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Noel also suggested a 14-step approach for implementing 
campus retention. Those steps were: l) establishing a 
steering committee; 2) determining dropout rate; 3) conducting 
dropout study; 4) conducting self-study; 5) establishing task 
committees within units; 6) increasing faculty and staff 
awareness and encouraging attitude of serving students; 7) 
building a marketing approach into recruitment; 8) developing 
a meaningful orientation program; 9) building a strong 
counseling/advising program; 10) providing career-planning for 
undecided students; ll) providing support for students with 
marginal credentials; 12) building an early warning system to 
identify dropouts; 13) setting up exit interview processes; 
and 14) instituting a reward system for good teaching and 
advising. 74 
Oklahoma State University Retention 
Studies 
Attrition studies at Oklahoma State University have been 
conducted at the department, college, and university levels. 
In order to research the attrition/retention problem at OSU, 
an ad hoc committee vlas formed to study the experience of 
freshmen who entered the University in 1975 and 1976. Re-
sults were not unlike those found at the national level. The 
committee reported: 
Four years after entering the university, 50.6 percent 
of the 1975 class of new freshmen had left without 
completing a degree. For the 1976 entering freshmen, 
this attrition rate increased to 53.8 percent during 
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their four years of study. Although these attrition 
rates are only slightly higher than the national 
findings, the graduation rate of the 1975 freshmen 
class was only 40.1 percent after five years of study. 
This is far below a 53 percent five-year graduation 
average for the 148 four-year public instit~~ions 
participating in a recent ACT/NCHEMS study. 
Another attrition study was conducted during the 1978-79 
school year by the Office of the Vice-President for Student 
Services and the Division of Single Student Housing. Ac-
cording to Schmitz, the study was conducted to determine if 
any increase in withdrawals observed during the fall of 1978 
was due to factors under the control of the University. It 
also provided an opportunity to evaluate the services provided 
in the residence halls. 76 Schmitz sought to discover what had 
caused the student withdrawals during the fall 1980 semester. 
As a result of her findings Schmitz concluded: 
Officials at Oklahoma State University must work 
together to create an environment which encourages 
students to stay in school. The base of this en-
vi~onme~t m~;t be concern offered by everyone at the 
un1vers1ty. 
Since that time other studies have been conducted. Two 
major studies were conducted for the Office of Student 
Academic Services by Dr. Ruth H. Krieger and Dr. Stephen 
Miller. One study looked at students who were accepted but 
did not attend classes at OSU. The study reported: 
This study surveyed 292 students who had enrolled 
at OSU but did not actually attend classes. Of 
those 292 students, only 58 were not enrolled full-
time in another institution of higher education. 
Students who were enrolled elsewhere were of primary 
interest. Of this group, students with higher ACT 
composite levels were more likely to be enrolled in 
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comprehensive and four-year universities, whereas 
students with lower ACT scores were more likely to be 
enrolled in junior colleges. 
Scholarships were generally held to be the most 
important single reason for students to attend schools 
other than OSU. Campus atmosphere and location were 
also an extremely important single reason. Reasons 
were somewhat likely to differ between those attending 
junior c9gleges and those attending other types of 
schools. 
Another study was conducted examining students who were 
enrolled at OSU during the fall semester of 1984, who were in 
good standing, but who did not return to the University for 
the spring semester. The study focused on identifying those 
students, developing a profile of their characteristics, and 
answering three basic questions about them: l) What are they 
doing at the present time: 2) Why did they leave the Uni-
versity: and 3) What are their future plans?79 
After analyzing the results, Krieger and Miller noted: 
Some specific items stand out in the study results. 
First, financial problems are very real, but may not 
be as intractible as they seem at first glance. 
'Unexpected expenses' can be budgeted for: consumer 
finance is a skill which can be learned. The number 
of students planning to enroll full-time during the 
summer or fall indicates that students are coping 
with their financial problems and looking ahead. 
Our problem, of course, is to show them that OSU 
can help them in coping. 
Second, students are realistic about poor performance 
on their own part, and see it as a reason to leave. 
Helping them to perform more effectively will remove 
that reason while fulfilling our mission as a uni-
versity. 
Third, a segment of our student market does not see 
OSU as a friendly 'horne,' and has problems with its 
size and perceived coldness. This is an image 
problem, as well as a problem of familiarity. The 
earlier phase of our study, focusing on enrollment 
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of freshmen, found the same result. We must stress 
the many benefits OSU can offer simply because it 
is a large facility with many resources. Even more 
important, we must refute the charge of unfriendliness 
through public relations, promotion, and--most im-
portant--attention to student needs. 
While these factors affect all levels, the problem 
is greatest at the freshman and sophomore levels. 
These groups appear most vulnerable to the three 
problems mentioned above. Furthermore, at this stage 
of education, they can turn to a variety of junior 
colleges as well as to small four-year c~ 0 1eges if 
their experience at OSU is not positive. 
Summary 
This review of the literature, dealing with marketing, 
attrition, and retention, is just a selected sample of the 
information available concerning these topics. This has been 
an attempt to investigate some of the important issues in-
volved. Although administrators must realize that a certain 
amount of attrition is expected, they must constantly seek 
ways to combat this problem. As Gardiner and Nazari-Robati 
noted: 
There are limits to the degree to which retention 
strategies can affect fiscal and enrollment change, 
because the dropout will always be part of American 
higher education. 
However, within these limits, effective use of 
selected retention strategies can assist institutions 
of higher learning in stemming the ebbing tide of 
decline. The future belongs to those colleges and 
uni~ersi~ies th~t ~ake 8 the quality of student life 
the1r pr1mary ffilSSlon. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHOD AND PROCEDURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the popu-
lation, the sample, the survey instrument, data collection, 
and data analysis used in responding to the research questions 
identified in Chapter I. 
Population and Sample 
The population of this study included freshmen and sopho-
mores enrolled at Oklahoma State University (OSU) between 1984 
and 1986 and freshmen and sophomores who were previously en-
rolled at OSU during 1984 to 1986. The sampling for this 
survey included 500 students who were enrolled during this 
period and 700 former students. The students were selected by 
random sample as individuals to represent the larger groups 
from which they were selected. 
The students were chosen by a random sampling method. 
Gay defines random sampling as "the process of selecting a 
sample in such a way that all individuals in the defined popu-
lation have an equal and independent chance of being selected 
for the sample." 1 
Gay also noted: 
Random sampling is the best single way to obtain a 
representative sample. No technique, not even random 
sampling, guarantees a representative sample, but the 
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probab~lity is higher for this procedure than for any 
other. 
The random sampling, which included names and addresses, 
was provided by the Office of Institutional Research at OSU 
with permission of the Office of the Assistant Vice-President 
for Student Academic Services. 
Instrument 
Descriptive research was utilized in this study with a 
survey or questionnaire serving as the data-obtaining instru-
ment. Gay explains the survey method: 
A survey is an attempt to collect data from members of 
a population in order to determine the current status 
of that population with respect to one or more vari-
ables. Populations may be broadly defined, such as 
the American voting public, or narrowly defined, such 
as all parents of school-age children in Teenytown, 
USA. Determining 'current status ... with respect 
to some variable' may involve assessment of a variety 
of types of information such as attitudes, op~nions, 
characteristics, and demographic information. 
The instrument used in this study included 21 questions 
and was a modified version of a survey developed by Carol L. 
Everett at Pennsylvania State University in 1979. 4 
Even though the survey instrument basically has already 
been used and validated, this survey was submitted to expert 
judges to be tested for validity and reliability. The im-
portance of reliability was explained by Gay: 
Basically, reliability is the degree to which a test 
consistently measures whatever it measures. The more 
reliable a test is, the more confidence we can have 
that the scores obtained from the administration of 
the test are essentially the same scores tha§ would 
be obtained if the test were readministered. 
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In order to assess the reliability of the questionnaire, 
' 
it was administered to a test group of graduate students cur-
rently enrolled at OSU. 
Data Collection 
Data were collected through two questionnaires. A 21-
item questionnaire was sent to students who had left OSU, and 
a 13-item questionnaire was sent to students currently enrol-
led. The questions dealt with: 1) students' perceptions of 
their major, academic advisor, and the quality of classroom 
instruction; 2) participation in extracurricular activities; 
3) types of residential experiences; 4) interactions with 
various counseling services; 5) methods of financing edu-
cational costs; and 6) goal commitments and educational ex-
pectations. 
A follow-up survey was used in cases in which a student 
did noc respond to the initial mail-out. This follow-up en-
couraged participation and stressed the importance of the data 
to Oklahoma State University (Appendix A). 
Data Analysis 
Analysis of the data involved descriptive statistics for 
most of the survey and Chi-Square when comparing groups for 
selected questions of the questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the attrition/ 
retention situation at Oklahoma State University (OSU) among 
freshman and sophomore students. To help assess the causes of 
attrition and retention, the following questions were asked: 
1. What are the characteristics and concerns of first-
and second-year students who stay at OSU? 
2. What are the characteristics and concerns of first-
and second-year students who leave OSU? 
3. Are there any differences in the characteristics and 
concerns of first- and second-year students who stay at OSU 
and those who leave OSU? 
4. What policy changes might be recommended for OSU as a 
result of this analysis? 
In order to assess the situation, two survey question-
naires were used. One instrument was sent to 700 students who 
left OSU, while another survey was mailed to 500 students who 
were still enrolled at OSU between 1984 and 1986. 
After the initial mailing, 148 students who left OSU 
responded, with 43 surveys not delivered. This left 509 other 
students available for the follow-up mailing. The follow-up 
mailing produced 79 respondents for a total of 227 students or 
32 percent return. 
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Of the students enrolled between 1984 and 1986, 164 
responded to the first mailing and 70, answered the follow-up 
mailing. Twenty-seven surveys were not delivered, and 309 
students were available for the follow-up. As a result, 234 
students enrolled between 1984 and 1986 responded, producing a 
47 percent return. 
Because the OSU Office of Institutional Research was un-
able to share phone numbers, a follow-up via telephone to non-
respondents was not possible (Appendix B). However, according 
to Miller and Smith, a comparison of early and late re-
spondents was still possible. They explain: 
Research has shown that late respondents are often 
similar to nonrespondents. Thus, one way to estima~e 
the nature of the replies of nonrespondents is through 
late respondents. Late respondents are statistically 
compared to early respondents using the evaluation 
data to justify generalizing from the respondents to 
the sample. 
If data on the characteristics are unavailable, avail-
able ~valuation data can be used with this technique. 
Respondents can be dichotomized into those that re-
spond early and those that respond late. These two 
groups can be compared statistically to determine dif-
ferences between the groups. With late respondents 
assumed typical to nonrespondents, if no differences 
are found, then respondents are generalized to the 
sample. If differences are present, data are weighted 
proportionately fol determining the statistics to de-
scribe the sample. 
When looking at the two groups, students who left OSU and 
students who stayed, comparing early respondents with late 
respondents within the two groups, and using Chi-Square at the 
.05 level, there was no significant difference between the 
early respondents and the late respondents (Appendix C). 
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Students in both groups were asked to answer questions 
regarding: 1) students' perceptions of their major, academic 
advisor, and the quality of classroom instruction~ 2) partici-
pation in extracurricular activities; 3) types of residential 
experiences; 4) interactions with various counseling services; 
5) methods of financing educational costs; and 6) goal com-
mitments and educational expectations. 
Students Who Stayed 
In answering the first question regarding characteristics 
and concerns of first- and second-year students who stayed at 
OSU, it appeared that those students were involved in the 
total university experience. 
A profile of a student who stayed seems to include a 
student who is involved in a social sorority/ fraternity, one 
who is sure about completing a degree at OSU, he/she is 
relatively pleased with the quality of instruction and 
advising, is involved in extracurricular activities, is wil-
ling to work part-time to help ~upport their education but 
relies on additional support from parents or a spouse. Forty-
four percent of the students who replied had lived on-campus 
in a dorm, and another 28 percent had lived in a sorority or 
fraternity house. 
Students who stayed were pleased with the quality of in-
struction and advising at OSU. Ninety-four percent were at 
least moderately satisfied with the quality of instruction, 
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and the majority rated advising above average, with regard to 
advisor availability and advisor's performance in class 
scheduling and selection. 
One noticeable characteristic of students who stayed was 
that the majority had already selected a major and were 
pleased with that selection. Forty-three percent admitted 
changing majors at least once, but that decision seemed to be 
a positive influence regarding their stay at OSU. 
~lso noticeable was the involvement of those students in 
extracurricular activities. In each of the ten categories, 
the majority of the students who stayed were at least slightly 
to moderately involved. 
In addition, this group was confident of goals since 83 
percent listed intentions to complete their degree at OSU 
while 73 percent of the students noted that OSU was their 
university of first choice. 
Students who stayed took advantage of the various areas 
of counseling, with financial counseling and career counseling 
being the most popular. 
Financing their education was important to students who 
stayed. Although several worked part-time either on- or off-
campus, the majority (73 percent) relied more on parental or 
spousal support than any other category of financial as-
sistance. 
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Students Who Left 
When examining the characteristics and concerns of first-
and second-year students who left OSU, it was apparent that 
although some of the respondents were involved in aspects of 
the total college experience, many were not. Of the students 
who left, only a small percentage (14 percent) lived in a 
social fraternity or sorority house, while the majority (56 
percent) lived in a dorm for at least a short time. 
Eighty-four percent of the students who left showed at 
least moderate satisfaction with the quality of instruction, 
71 percent were at least moderately satisfied with their 
advisor with regard to class scheduling and selection, and 68 
percent were at least moderately satisfied with the availabi-
lity of their advisor. 
Twenty-four percent of the students who left entered OSU 
without a definite major, and another 16 percent were not at 
least moderately satisfied with their major. Seventy-one 
students (32 percent) changed their majors while at OSU, and 
16 of those students changed majors two or more times. 
Although the students who left were involved in extracur-
ricular activities, the group showed more involvement in in-
tramurals or sports clubs than any other area. 
The majority of students {70 percent) entered OSU with 
intentions of completing their degrees, while 10 percent did 
not intend to finish a degree program and 20 percent did not 
know. Oklahoma State University was listed as the first 
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choice of an educational institution by 80 percent of those 
who left. 
When rating the helpfulness of counseling services at 
OSU, the students who left were not pleased. Of the various 
counseling services offered: (i.e., career counseling, 
psychological counseling, financial counseling, academic 
counseling (other than advisor], and other types of 
counseling), only career counseling was rated moderately 
helpful or better by at least 48 percent of the students. 
Students who left were willing to work to help finance 
their education, however, the majority (68 percent) relied on 
support from parents or spouses, e.g., 58 percent of those 
students financed 81 percent or more of the total cost of 
their last semester through support from parents or spouse. 
Comparison of Students Who Left with 
Students Who Stayed 
After comparing the data from students who left OSU with 
the data from those students who stayed at OSU using different 
variables, there was a significant difference, via Chi-Square 
at the .05 level, in 12 of those variables (Appendix D). 
The significant differences in answers or responses were 
found in the following categories: l) where they lived or 
live at OSU; 2) perceptions of the quality of instruction at 
OSU; 3) perceptions of advisors at OSU; 4) attitude toward 
major field of study; 5) involvement in extracurricular acti-
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vities at OSU; 6) degree goals; and 7) how they financed their 
last semester at OSU. Two categories; 1) was OSU your first 
choice for a college or university; and 2) perceptions toward 
counseling at OSU, produced no significant differences. 
Students were given the choice of five selections in de-
scribing student residences while at OSU. The choices were 
dorm, home, apartment/room/trailer, sorority/fraternity, and 
other residence. Type of residence was a strong and signifi-
cant contributor in the two groups in both off-campus living, 
such as apartment/room/trailer, and on-campus living when it 
involved residing in a sorority/fraternity. 
Forty-four percent of those students who stayed at OSU 
lived in an apartment/room/trailer compared to 28 percent of 
those students who left. Clearly, living in a sorority/ 
fraternity had a positive effect upon persistence. Twenty-
eight percent of those students who remained at OSU lived or 
had lived in a sorority or fraternity compared to just 14 
percent of the total dropout group (Appendix D, Tables IX and 
X) • 
The results of this study do not support Astin's con-
tention that the most important environmental characteristic 
associated with college persistence is living in a dormitory 
during the freshman year. 2 There was not a significant 
difference in the two groups with regard to living in a dorm 
(Appendix D, Tables IX and X). 
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Data dealing with how students perceived the quality of 
instruction at OSU revealed a significant difference between 
the two groups. Respondents were asked to rate the quality of 
instruction on a scale of one to five with one being least 
satisfactory and five being most satisfactory. Students who 
stayed at OSU rated the quality of instruction noticeably 
higher than did the students who left. Ninety-four percent of 
the persisters rated instruction as either satisfactory or 
better than satisfactory, while 84 percent of the students who 
left gave the same rating {Appendix D, Tables IX and XI). 
When rating instruction as less than satisfactory, the 
students who left were least satisfied, with 17 percent of the 
group showing disapproval while only 7 percent of the students 
who stayed rated the quality of instruction below average 
{Appendix D, Tables IX and XIX). 
Although not a great variance, there was a difference in 
how the two groups rated faculty/academic advisor with regard 
to assistance in class selection and scheduling. They were 
asked to rate the advisors on a scale of one to five, with one 
being least satisfactory and five being most satisfactory. 
Students who stayed gave a more favorable rating than did 
those who left {Appendix D, Tables XII and XIX). 
Perhaps one of the most revealing areas of the study 
dealt with the major field of study. The two groups were 
asked questions about three different aspects of their 
major. They were asked whether they had chosen a major, 
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whether they had changed majors, and if so, how many times, 
and how satisfied, using the one to five scale, they were with 
their major (Appendix D, Tables XIII and XIX). 
There was a significant difference in responses in each 
of the three areas. With regard to selecting a major, the 
students who had majors and stayed (89 percent) outnumbered 
those who left having majors (76 percent), and those students 
who stayed also changed majors more often than those who 
left._ Of those students who stayed and changed majors, 30 
percent changed more than once. 
The student's satisfaction with his/her major was based 
on how the respondent felt about his/her major with regard to 
curriculum content and number of courses offered. Results 
showed that students who stayed were more satisfied with their 
major than those who left OSU (Appendix D, Tables XIII and 
XIX). 
These data seem to support Tinto's contention that the 
more a student is integrated into the academic system of the 
institution the better chance that student has of staying at 
the institution. 3 
Tinto's integration theory is also supported by this 
study when considering extracurricular activities of 
students. Results showed that more students who stayed were 
involved in extracurricular activities than those students who 
left. Appendix D, Table XIV shows that of ten categories, 
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students who stayed outnumbered those who left in all but two 
areas. 
Students were asked to describe their involvement in 
extracurricular campus activities and rate that involvement on 
a scale of one to five with one being least involved and five 
being very involved. Categories included residence hall 
organizations, student council, professional fraternities or 
honor societies, special interest organizations (e.g., 
language clubs, theatre groups, wildlife societies), national 
organizations, religious or spiritual groups, social 
sororities or fraternities, student government, intramurals or 
sports clubs, and other organizations or activities. 
Although more students who stayed were involved, just two 
of the categories showed a significant difference using Chi-
Square at the .05 level (Appendix D, Tables IX, XIV, and 
XIX). Students who stayed were noticeably more involved in 
student council activities than those who left, and the 
students who stayed also participated more in social fra-
ternities or sororities than those who left. 
Somewhat surprisingly, the Chi-Square analysis did not 
indicate a significant difference between the two groups with 
regard to participation in intramurals or sports clubs. These 
activities were popular with both groups, with more than 50 
percent of each group listing at least moderate involvement. 
The survey also asked students whether they intended to 
complete their degrees when they enrolled at OSU. A 
50 
significantly greater proportion of students who stayed (83 
percent) indicated their intention to complete their degrees 
than did those students who left (70 percent). When asked if 
OSU was their first choice as a higher education institution, 
there was not a significant difference between the two groups 
(Appendix D, Tables IX, XV, and XVI). 
Perceptions of five categories of counseling was another 
area respondents were asked to assess. They were instructed 
to rate, on a one to five scale, with five being most helpful, 
how helpful psychological, career, financial, academic, and 
other types of counseling have been at OSU. None of the five 
categories showed a significant difference between the two 
groups. 
Career, financial, and academic counseling other than 
advisement were the three areas in which students received the 
most help (Appendix D, Table IX). When rating the usefulness 
of the counseling~ the average ratings of the students who 
stayed were consistently higher than those of the students who 
left (Appendix D, Table XIX). 
Both groups of students were asked to estimate how they 
financed their last semester at OSU by using eight different 
categories of financial support. The categories were: on-
campus work; savings; employer support; loans; scholarships; 
off-campus work; parents and/or spouse support; and work-study 
programs. They were also asked to estimate the percentage of 
the total cost that each category funded and to estimate the 
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number of hours spent in working on- or off-campus {Appendix 
D, Table XVIII). 
A significant difference between the two groups was seen 
in the amount of support from parents or spouses and in the 
number of hours worked off-campus. More students who stayed 
received support from parents or spouses than did those who 
left, and 42 percent of those who stayed financed at least 81 
percent or more of the total semester cost with money from 
home jAppendix D, Tables IX and XVIII). Although more 
students who stayed worked at an off-campus jcb than did those 
who left, almost 68 percent of those who left worked 20 hours 
or more off-campus (Appendix D, Tables IX and XVIII). 
Savings, loans, and scholarships were key areas of sup-
port for both groups, but more students who stayed relied on 
them than those who left. For example, 26 percent of those 
who stayed were on some form of scholarship compared to just 
12 percent of those students who left (Appendix D, Tables IX 
and XVIII). These data seem to support Astin's contention 
that having a scholarship or any kind of campus job was 
associated with large reductions in attrition rates. 4 
Data-Suggested Policy Changes 
Retaining students is a process that is influenced by 
every aspect of an institution. Recommending "stop-gap" or 
"quick-fix" programs will not solve retention problems. 
Before OSU can seriously address its attrition/retention 
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problem, more in-depth research should be done in each of the 
areas affecting students during their college experience. 'rhe 
quality of programs within each of the various aspects of a 
student's educational life is important to retention. Re-
tention programs designed to retain students for the sake of 
the institution might work for a short time, however, Tinto 
disagrees with that strategy: 
I will argue that the primary goal of effective re-
tention programs should not be merely that more 
students be retained but that they be further educated. 
An institutional concern for retention, without regard 
to the question of the education of students, is a mis-
placed concern. It leads institutions to consider their 
own immediate interests--keeping students--without re-
gard either to their own long-term educational interests 
of those of students. It is striking, though not 
surprising, that those institutions concerned with 
student welfare and with the quality of students' social 
and intellectual development retain studen5s and attract 
those students more likely to be retained. 
Although OSU already has many ways of working with 
students to achieve student retention, the following policy 
changes are suggested based on the findings of this study: 
1. Membership and participation in a social sorority or 
fraternity is a definite plus for retention. Therefore, 
better promotion of the Greek system through recruitment 
material is encouraged. 
2. The quality of instruction, especially at the fresh-
man level, is vital for retention. More emphasis should be 
placed on teaching; quality instruction should be given higher 
value when tenure, promotion, and salary increase decisions 
are made. 
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3. Faculty should be rewarded for outstanding service 
with regard to advising. Not every teacher can be a good 
advisor, and good ones should be recognized. 
4. More emphasis should be given to career counseling or 
advising before the student enrolls at OSU or a comprehensive 
orientation program should at least be available upon 
enrollment. 
5. Although Oklahoma State University has an excellent 
extracurricular activity program, however, emphasis should be 
placed on ways to increase faculty/student interaction through 
these activities. 
6. More emphasis with regard to degree goals and 
commitment should be made when screening students before 
enrollment, thus producing a better university/student "fit." 
7. Counseling services are traditionally underused by 
college students. Therefore, it is suggested that more ex-
tensive orientation programs be developed to inform and 
encourage students to take advantage of the various 
services. More emphasis should be placed on taking the 
services to the students through residence halls, sororities 
and fraternities, and information booths at various functions. 
8. The ability to finance a college education is be-
coming more difficult, therefore, more emphasis should be 
given to better educating students, before enrollment, about 
the total cost and the details connected with paying that 
cost. Students who realistically cannot finance the cost of 
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an education at osu should be assisted in locating another 
institution (e.g., a community/junior college) which would be 
less expensive. 
Although the previously mentioned suggestions are given 
in order to help the OSU retention effort, it is understood 
that, before they can be seriously considered or implemented, 
they must be weighed against alternative strategies that 
relate to other institutional priorities. Investing in 
additi_onal retention efforts or programs is a decision that 
must be compared to the cost of improving recruitment efforts. 
Implementing a successful retention program begins with 
the administration and a commitment to a philosophy that 
centers around the importance of the student's educational 
success. Even though each institution is unique and each 
retention program will have unique features, a central phi-
losopty and commitment is vital. Noel explains: 
In short, I have found that the real excitement today 
is taking place in institutions that understand the 
needs of their students who are coming in and then 
set into place programs, services, people, and at-
titudes designed to increase the competency base, 
knowledge, and skills of those students. Retention 
is highest at institutions that are committed to de-
livering the kind of educational experience that 
leads to learning and success. This is not sur-
prising, for when students sense that they are 
learning, growing, developing, maturing, they will 
keep returning term after term for more of the same. 6 
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CHAPTER V 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The study was obviously limited by its single-year 
sample. The tracking of students throughout the entire 
college experience would provide a more accurate picture of 
the attrition/retention situation at Oklahoma State University 
(OSU). Although the study did not produce any startling 
results, the following findings were discovered, and the 
following conclusions and recommendations may be made on the 
basis of tnese findings. 
Findings 
Of the students who lived in a dorm, more were students 
who stayed than who left. However, there was no significant 
difference in the two groups using Chi-Square at the .05 
level. 
Almost the same number of each group lived at horne, thus 
producing no significant statistical difference. Of the 
students who lived in an apartment/room/trailer, more were 
students who stayed than who left. The results did show a 
significant statistical difference using Chi-Square at the .05 
level. Of the students who lived in a sorority or fraternity 
house, more were students who stayed than those who left. 
This produced a significant difference using Chi-Square at the 
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.05 level. The results of students living in some other form 
of housing did not produce any significant statistical 
difference (Appendix D, Tables IX and X). 
Students who left rated the quality of instruction at a 
lower level than did those who stayed. The results produced a 
significant difference at the .05 level (Appendix D, Tables IX 
and XI). 
Students who left rated their advisor, with regard to 
class.scheduling and selection, at a lower level than did 
those students who stayed. There was a significant difference 
at the .05 level. Students from both groups gave basically 
the same rating of advisors, with regard to availability, 
producing no significant statistical difference (Appendix D, 
Tables IX, XII, and XIX). 
Of the students who declared a major, a higher percentage 
were students who stayed. The results produced a significant 
difference at the .05 level. Of the students who showed ac 
least moderate satisfaction with their major, more were 
students who stayed. There was a significant difference at 
the .05 level. Of the students who changed majors at least 
twice, more were students who left. The results produced a 
significant difference at the .05 level (Appendix D, Tables 
IX, XIII, and XIX). 
There was not a significant difference between the two 
groups regarding level of involvement in a residence hall 
organization. But, of the students who participated in the 
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college student council, more were students who stayed. 
Results produced a significant difference at the .05 level 
(Appendix D, Tables IX, XIV, and XIX). 
There was no significant difference between the two 
groups in the level of involvement in an ethnic organi-
zation. Nor was there a significant difference between the 
two groups in the level of involvement in a religious or 
spiritual group (Appendix D, Tables IX, XIV, and XIX}. 
Of the students who participated in a social sorority or 
fraternity, more students who stayed listed more involvement 
than did those students who left. The results produced a 
significant difference at the .05 level (Appendix D, Tables 
IX, XIV, and XIX}. 
There was not a significant difference between the two 
groups regarding the level of involvement in student 
government, and there was no significant difference between 
the two groups regarding level of involvement in intramural 
sports or a sports club or in other types of extracurricular 
activities (Appendix D, Tables IX, XIV, and XIX). 
Of the students who intended to complete their degrees at 
OSU, more were students who stayed. Of the students who were 
not sure about completing their degrees, more were students 
who left. There was a significant difference at the .05 level 
(Appendix D, Tables IX and XI). There was no significant 
difference between the two groups regarding listing OSU as the 
first college choice (Appendix D, Tables IX and XVI). 
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There was no significant difference between the two 
groups when rating the helpfulness of psychological counseling 
at OSU. Although there was not a significant difference 
between the two groups when rating the helpfulness of career 
counseling, of the students who received career counseling, 
more were students who stayed (Appendix D, Tables IX, XVII, 
and XIX). 
Even though there was no significant difference between 
the t~o groups when rating helpfulness of financial 
counseling, of the students who received career counseling, 
more were students who stayed. There was no significant 
difference between the two groups when rating the helpfulness 
of academic counseling (other than advisor), and there was no 
significant difference between the two groups when rating the 
helpfulness of other types of counseling (Appendix D, Tables 
IX, XVII, and XIX). 
When comparing the two groups with regard to the 
percentage of financial support gained from on-campus work, 
there was no significant difference (Appendix D, Tables IX and 
XVIII). 
Although there was no significant difference between the 
two groups when comparing the number of hours worked per week 
on-campus, of the students who worked more than 20 hours a 
week on-campus, more were students who left (Appendix D, 
Tables IX and XVIII). 
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There was no significant difference between the two 
groups when comparing percentage of financial support from 
savings. Nor was there a significant difference between the 
two groups when comparing percentage of financial support from 
an employer (Appendix D, Tables IX and XVIII). 
Although there was no significant difference between the 
two groups when comparing percentage of financial support from 
loans, more students who received loans were students who 
stayed (Appendix D, Tables IX and XVIII). 
Although there was no significant difference between the 
two groups when comparing percentage of financial support from 
scholarships, of the students receiving scholarships, more 
were students who stayed (Appendix D, Tables IX and XVIII). 
There was no significant difference between the two 
groups when comparing percentage of financial support from 
off-campus work. However, there was a significant difference 
between the two groups when comparing the number of hours 
worked off-campus. Of the student working off-campus more 
than 20 hours per week, more were students who left, thus 
producing a significant difference at the .05 level (Appendix 
D, Tables IX and XVIII). 
There was a significant difference between the two groups 
when comparing percentage of financial support from parents 
and/or spouses. Of the students who received support from 
home, more were students who stayed. However, of the students 
who received more than 60 percent of financial support from 
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parents or spouses, more were students who left. Results 
produced a significant difference at the .05 level (Appendix 
D, Tables IX and XVIII). 
There was no significant difference between the two 
groups when comparing percentage of financial support from a 
work-study program (Appendix D, Tables IX and XVIII). 
Conclusions 
On the basis of the previous findings, and in order to 
help the student retention effort at OSU, the following 
conclusions can be reached. 
l. Because research indicated that students who live in 
and are members of a social sorority or fraternity have a 
better chance of staying enrolled at OSU, and as living on-
campus does not necessarily mean a student has a better chance 
of staying enrolled at OSU, it was concluded that the holding 
power of the Greek system at OSU needs to be assessed and 
those aspects of the Greek system that translate into holding 
power could then be applied to the dorm system when feasible, 
as the dorms do not seem to have holding power (for example, a 
big brother/sister being assigned to incoming freshmen living 
in the dorm to help the student achieve a better student/ 
university fit and make the transition to college easier). 
2. According to the research, students who are involved 
in extracurricular activities have a better chance of staying 
enrolled at OSU, therefore, perhaps a broader base of 
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activities are needed for students (e.g., more clubs and 
organizations). 
3. Results of the study showed that those students who 
seem to be sure about their intentions to complete a degree at 
OSU and those students who receive career and financial 
counseling while at OSU, have a better chance of staying 
enrolled at OSU. These data seem to support the idea that 
career counseling is a vital part of achieving a good uni-
versity/student fit. Therefore, it would seem beneficial to 
encourage as,many students as possible, especially freshmen, 
to take advantage of counseling services. 
4. Being able to pay for a college education is often 
difficult; therefore, students are forced to work to earn 
money to help defray expenses. This study supports the idea 
that students who work more than 20 hours per week either on-
or off-campus are more likely to leave OSU. It may be con-
cluded that students should be counseled when first enrolling 
to alert them to the possibility of having difficulty in 
school if they work more than 20 hours per week. 
Recommendations 
Policy 
The following policy recommendations are made based on 
the results of the study: 
l. Promotion of the Greek system should be emphasized in 
recruiting materials. 
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2. More emphasis should be placed on quality teaching, 
especially at the freshman level. 
3. Faculty should be rewarded for outstanding service 
with regard to advising. 
4. More emphasis should be given to career counseling or 
advising before the student enters OSU. 
5. Emphasis should be placed on ways to increase 
faculty/student interaction through extracurricular 
activities. 
6. More emphasis should be placed on screening students 
before enrollment, with regard to degree goals and commitment, 
to produce a better university/student "fit." 
7. More emphasis should be placed on encouraging 
students to take advantage of the various OSU counseling 
services. 
8. More emphasis should be given to better educate 
students, before enrollment, about the total cost of OSU and 
the details connected with paying that cost. 
Future Studies 
This study attempted to assess the student attrition/re-
tention situation at OSU. It is obvious that analyzing just 
freshmen and sophomores does not give a complete picture of 
the retention situation. Therefore, these future studies are 
recommended: 
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1. A longitudinal study of the entire four-year college 
experience at OSU and other institutions. 
2. An in-depth study examining each aspect of a 
student's college experience (e.g., the effects of dorm living 
on student retention). 
3. A study of freshmen and sophomores at a residential 
junior college to compare those students to like students at 
osu. 
4. A college-by-college analysis to compare and contrast 
student retention among various disciplines. 
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CORRESPONDENCE AND QUESTIONNAIRES SENT 
TO POPULATION SAMPLE 
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[I]§[[] 
Oklahn!itO Stole l '/1 ti'r , -1/11 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 
AND HIGHER EDUCATION 
Dear Former OSU Student: 
I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078 309 GUNDERSEN HALL (405) 624-7244 
My doctoral study, in conjunction with Oklahoma State University, is concerned with 
reasons that people have for staying and leaving institutions of higher education. 
You recently received a survey containing questions dealing with reasons why you chose 
to leave OSU. In order to make this a valid study, it is very important that you take a few 
minutes to answer the questions. 
I am sending another copy of the questionnaire, together with a self-addressed envelope in 
hopes that you will complete it promptly. Please ignore this reminder if you have already com-
pleted the questionnaire. 
Your help and cooperation are greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
~~t.2uM_A 
Tim McEI~y- -~ ~.j 
Doctoral Student 
Dr. Hazel Scott 
Assistant Vice-President 










DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 
AND HIGHER EDUCATION 
Dear Former OSU Student: 
I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078 309 GUNDERSEN HALL (405) 624-7244 
I am writing to ask you for your help with the enclosed questionnaire, My doctoral study, in 
conjunction with Oklahoma State University, is concerned with reasons that people have for 
staying and leaving institutions of higher education. 
As a student who left OSU, your help is needed with the enclosed survey. By completing 
the survey, you will help OSU better serve future generations of students and perhaps even 
help yourself if you choose to return one day. 




Dr. Hazel Scott 
Assistant Vice-President 









DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 
AND HIGHER EDUCATION 
Dear OSU Student: 
I .HILLWATER. OKLAHOMA 74078 l09 GUNOERSEN HALL (405) 624-7244 
My doctoral study, in conjunction with Oklahoma State University, is concerned with 
reasons that people have for staying and leaving institutions of higher education. 
You recently received a survey containing questions about various aspects of your stay at 
OSU. In order to make this a valid study, it is very important that you take a few minutes to 
answer the questions. 
I am sending another copy of the questionnaire, together with a self-addressed envelope in 
hopes that you will complete it promptly. Please ignore this reminder if you have already com-
pleted the survey. 




Dr. Hazel Scott 
Assistant Vice-President 









DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 
AND HIGHER EDUCATION 
Dear Student: 
I .\TILL WA T£ R, <li:LAHOMA 7 41l7R 309 CUNIJER.\!N /7All (405) b!4-7 244 
I am writing, in conjunction with Oklahoma State University, to ask you for your help with 
the enclosed questionnaire. 
As someone who has chosen OSU as your higher education institution, I hope that you will 
take a few minutes to answer the enclosed questions. By doing so, you will help OSU find 
ways to better serve you and future students (and help a deserving graduate student with his 
doctoral dissertation!) 




Dr. Hazel Scott 
Assistant Vice-President 









1. Where have you lived while attending Oklahoma State University? How many terms each? 
__ Dorm __ Home __ApVRoom/Trailer __ Sorority/Fraternity __ Other 
2. How would you rate the overall quality of instruction you have received at OSU; that is, such things as teaching 
ability of your professors, class size, and so on, using a scale of one to five? One is least satisfactory and five 
most satisfactory. (Please circle) 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. How would you rate your faculty/academic advisor on a scale of one to five with regard to .... One is least satisfactory 
and five is most satisfactory. (Please circle) 










4. Do you have a major? (yes-no)__ If "no," proceed to next question. If "yes." how satisfied are you with your 
major; that is, curriculum content, number of courses, and so on, using the scale one to five? One is least satisfactory, 
and five is most satisfactory. (Please circle) 
2 3 4 5 
5. What extracurricular activities do you participate in at OSU, and how would you rate your involvement. on a scale of 
one to five, one being the least and five being very active? (Please circle) 
Resident hall organization 2 3 4 5 Religious or spiritual group 2 3 4 5 
College student council 2 3 4 5 Social sorority or fraternity 2 3 4 5 
Professional fraternity or 2 3 4 5 Student government 2 3 4 5 
honor society 
Special interest organization 2 3 4 5 lntramurals or sports club and 2 3 4 5 
recreation-related group 
Nationality organization 2 3 4 5 Other 2 3 4 5 
6. Have you changed majors while at OSU? How many times? (Please circle) 
Yes 2 No Number of times __ 
7. Do you intend to complete your degree at OSU? (Please circle) 
Yes 2 No 3 Do not know 
B. Was OSU your first choice as an institution of higher learning? (Please circle.) 
Yes 2 No What was first choice? ________________ _ 
9. Have you received any counseling while enrolled at OSU; and, if so, how helpful was it? Use one as least satisfactory 




2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
Financial counseling 
Academic counseling 
(other than advisor) 
10. Are you thinking about dropping out or stopping out? (Please circle) 
Yes 2 No If so. why? 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
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11. How did you finance your last semester of school? Can you break it down into percentages? 
__ On-campus, part· time work 
How many hours per week? __ 
__ Off-campus, part·time work 
How many hours per week? __ 
__ Savings (Summer Job) 
__ Employer support 
__ Loan 
__ Support from parents or spouse 
__ College Work Study Program 
__ Scholarships 
12. What expectations ofOSU did you have that are not being fulfilled? 




... help you overcome academic difficulties? 
... aid you in solving financial problems? 
... change your mind about transferring? 




1. Where did you live while auenoing Oklahoma State University? 
___ Dorm __ Home ___Apt/Room/Trailer ___ Sorority/Fraternlly __ Other 







First Term, ____________________ _ 
PresentlY--------------------
4 Travel 
3. How would you rate the overall quality of instruction you receiveo at OSU: that is, such things as teachmg ability of 
your professors, class size, and so on, using a scale ot one to live, 'Nith one as least satisfactory and live most 
satisfactory? (Please circle) 
2 3 4 5 
4. How would you rate your iacul!v/acaoemic advisor on a scale of one to five With regard to... One IS least satisfactory. 
and five 1s most saustactory. !Please CirCle) 
help1ng wllh crass selecuon ana scheduling? 
avatlabllity? 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
5. Did you have a major? (Yes-No! __ It "No." proceed Ia next quesuon. If "Yes," how satisfied were you w1th your 
major: that IS, curriculum content. numoer at courses, and. so on, using the scale one to live? One JS least satisfied, 
and live JS most saustied. (Please circte) 
2 3 4 5 
6. What extracurricular activities did you participate in at OSU, and how would you rate your involvement. on a scale of 
one to live, one bemg the least and live being very active? (Please circle) 
Resident hall organization 2 3 4 5 Religious or so ~ritual group 2 3 4 5 
College student council 2 3 4 5 Social sorority or fraternity 
Professional fraternity or 2 3 4 5 Student government 
honor soc1ety lntramurals or sports club and 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
Spectal interest organization 2 3 4 5 recreanoP·rulated 
group 
Nationality organization 2 3 4 5 Other 2 3 4 5 
7. Did you cnange majors wmle at OSU? How many times? (Please circle) 
Yes 2 No ~Jumc.:roi times __ 
8. Did you inteno to complete your aagree wnen you enrolled at OSU? (Please circle) 
Yes 2 No 3 D1u not know 
9. Was OSU your first choice as an .nsmutton oi h1gher learning? (Please circle) 
Yes 2 No 'Nhat was your rirst chotce? ____________ _ 
10. Did you recetve any counselln<;l wmle enrolled at OSU: and, if so, how helpful was it, using one as least satisfactory 




No __ _ 
3 ~ 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
Financial counseling 
Academ1c counseling 
(other than aov,sor) 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 5 
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11. How did you finance your last semester ot school? Can you break it down into percentages? 
___ On-campus, pan-time work 
How many hours per week? __ 
__ Off-campus, part-time work 
How many hours per week? 
___ Savings (summer JOb) __ Support from parents or spouse 
___ Employer support 
___ Loan 
__ College Work Study Program 
__ Grants (BEOG. SEOG, Pelf, etc.) 
___ Scholarships 
12. What do you feel were the causes tor your leaving OSU? To what would you attribute your problems? What do you 
feel were the mam problems that brought about your decision to withdraw? (More than one answer may be 
checked.) 
A. Academic __ Unhappy with maror 
__ Lew grades 
__ Dissatisfied With quality of instruction 
__ Boredom 
__ Needed more career-oriented courses 
__ MaJor courses not available 
__ Des~red program not available 
__ Other (please specJty): _____ _ 
B. Financial __ Financial aid was not sufficient 
__ Workstudy program terminated 
__ Problems With VA benefits 
__ Other financial aid not received 
__ Other (please specify): _____ _ 
C. Employment __ Scheduling conflict between JOb 
and studies 
D. Personal 
__ Could not find a job while in school 
__ Other (please specify): _____ _ 
__ Des~red to live at home 
__ Difficulty commuting to campus 
__ Family moved out of the area 
__ Parental expectations were too great 
--~orne responsibrlities were too great 
__ Illness or nccrdent 
__ :nabllny to aoiust to a large university 
__ ,)ther !Pit>ase specJiy): _____ _ 
-----------
__ Change in career goals 
___ Transferred to another institution 
___ Found courses too difficult 
_.lob interfered with studies 
___ Extracurricular activJties mterfered with 
studies 
___ Needed temporary break from studies 
__UndecJded about ChOice of major 
___ Could not get a bank loan 
___ osu is too expensive 
or could not afford OSU 
___ Poor "return on investment" expectations 
_ __ Savings exhausted - had to return to a 
full-time job 
___Accepted a full-time job 
___ Enlisted in military serv1ce 
_ __ Found studying too time-consuming 
___ Fulfilled my personal educational goals 
___ Marriage or pregnancy 
___ Disciplinary problem 
__ Child care not available 
__ Lack of motivation or uncertamty 
about goals 
13. To whom drd you talk about ·.-.. Pr.'lrrtwrng? You may Circle more than one. 
1 AcademiC advJsor 6 Other students 
2 F acuity aCVISOr 7 Resident advisor 
3 College deans otfice 8 Exit interv1ew 
4 Famrlv 9 Noone 
5 Counselor 10 Other (please specify) 
When 01d you talk? (monthlsemesten -------------
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14. Would you have dropped out if you had known what you know now? (Please circle) 
Yes 2 No 3 Do not know (Comments): ___________________ _ 
15. Were there problems caused by the University which you felt resulted in your withdrawal? 
Yes 2 No 
16. Do you plan to return to college in the near future? (Please circle) 
Yes 2 No 3 Undecided Where?-------,-------
17. What were your reasons for choosing OSU in the first place? 
16. What expectations of OSU did you have that were not fulfilled? 
19. Do you think there was anythmg OSU could have done to ....... (be student specific) 
help you personally? 
help you overcome academic difficulties? 
aid you in solving financial problems? 
change your mmd about transfemng? 
encourage you to remam at OSU? 
20. Is there anythmg OSU can do now to help? 
21. Do you hope to return to OSU at any time in the future? (Please c~rcle) 
Yes 2 No 3 Undec•ded If so, when?--------
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. t.·r.,.,.,.!I l....'r,.,;, { /:1.. . I I I ! I I ' ,. ; I { l ( /I/ I 'i,: .< i i '1 STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078 
WHITEHURST HALL 301 
(405) 624-6897 
OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH I 
Mr. Tim McElroy 
Box 5, Station 1 
Miami, Oklahoma 74354 
Dear Mr. McElroy: 
March 19, 1987 
I woulJ like to clarify the problem which you have experienced with your 
data request for the list of names used for your survey. When you requested 
the list of students who were freshmen or sophomores and who did not return 
to OSU the following fall semester, we decided that you wanted a random 
sample. I gave you a list and address labels for those two groups. At that 
time you had all the information which you required for your survey. Later, 
however, you requested another set of labels for a follow-up mailing. 
The procedure for generating random samples requires a seed factor in the 
random number generator program. I found I had not kept a copy of the 
program with the "seed number" which was used to generate the random sample 
for your survey. Without this number I was unable to recreate the same 
random sample which had been originally generated for you. Therefore, I 
could not reproduce the same list for a second set of labels. The same 
reason exists as to why I could not give the home phone numbers of the 
random sample which was generated for you. 
I am not sure that permission would have been given by Dr.· Scott for me to 
release the phone numbers if I could have generated them for your sample. 
Oklahoma State University's policy on release of information to any 
individual is based on information that is printed in the OSU student 
directory. The permanent phone numbers of students are not listed in that 
directory. 
I am sorry I was unable to help you with your problem of following up by 















CHI-SQUARE TABLES COMPARING EARLY 




RESULTS OF CHI-SQUARE TESTS FOR STUDENTS WHO LEFT OSU 
ER=EARLY RESPONDENTS, LR=LATE RESPONDENTS 
Question Question 
Numoer .on text 
1-A Where 1 i ved at 
OSU- Dorm 
1-B Where 1 ived at 
OSU- Home 
1-C Where 1 i ved at 
OSU- Apt/Rm/ 
Trailer 
1-D Where 1 i ved at 
OSU- Sorority/ 
fraternity 
1-E Where lived at 
OSU- Other 
2 What do first 
term after OSU 
3 Rate qua 1 ity of 
instruction 
4-A Rate advisor/ 
class selection 
and scheduling 
4-8 Rate advisor/ 
avail abil itv 
5-A Have a major/ 
Yes or No 
5-B If Yes/ How 
rated 
% of Students 
From Each Group 























Chi-Square Degrees of Significance Significant Symbols 
:>tal:lSl:lCS ~reeaom va1ues KK:)]Q, aJ: ,Ul •:,10. at: .u~ 
0.41736 1 0.5183 
0.44187 1 0.5062 
0.19665 1 0,6574 
0.01371 1 0.9068 
0.00265 1 0.9589 
8.15489 4 0.0861 
1.62242 4 0.8048 
2.80259 4 0.5914 
3.00456 4 0.5571 
2.08870 1 0.1484 
10.63519 4 0.0310 • (see Table II) 
00 
0"1 
TABLE I (Continued) 
% of Students 
Question Question From Each Group Chi-Square Degrees of Significance Significant Symbols 
Number Context Answering Question Statistics Freedom Values **Sig. at .Dl *Sig. at .05 
6-A I Extracurricular I ER LR I 7.94270 I 4 I o .0937 




6-B I Extracurricular I ER LR I 3.36365 I 3 I 0.3389 activities/ rate 40% 37% participation/ 
College student 
council 
6-C I Extracurri cu 1 a r I ER LR I 3.87425 I 4 I o .4233 
activities/ rate 41% 41% 
participation/ 
Prof. fraternity 
or honor society 
6-D I Extracurricular I ER LR I 2.35523 I 4 I o.6707 




6-E I Extracurricular I ER LR I 3.33631 I 3 I o.3426 




6-F I Extracurricular I ER LR I 6.61558 I 4 I o.1577 
activities/ rate 45% 42% 
participation/ 
Religious or 
spi ritua 1 group 


































Change majors at 
OSU/ Yes or No 
Number of times 




at OSU/ Yes - No 
Did not know 
hoice/ 
Yes or No 
TABLE I (Continued) 
~ of Students 
From Each Group Chi -Square 
Answering Question Statistics 
ER LR 6.73299 
5ll 50% 
ER LR 1.79441 
40% 38I 
ER LR 1.92628 
60% 57% 
ER LR 1.44517 
32% 33% 
ER LR 1.29978 
99% gi'£ 
ER LR 1. 55342 
32% 29% 
ER LR 2.59192 
100% 100% 
ER LR 
100% 10M 1.47935 


































Rate counse 1 i ng 
services/ 



















semester at OSU 
On-campus, par 
time work 
Hours worked per 
week 
TABLE I (Continued) 
% of Students 
From Each Group Chi-Square 
Answering Question Statistics 
ER LR 9.82845 
1'9% .OS% 
ER LR 4.26954 
3fi 1'9% 
ER LR 3.09615 
12% .off 
ER LR 2.92402 
25% 20%" 
ER LR 2.74658 
31Y 22Y 
ER LR 1.51071 
.09% .05% 
ER LR 0.42059 
.09% .05% 










**Sig. at .01 *Sig. at .05 
* (see Tal:! 1 e II I) 
CXl 
0.0 
TABLE I (Continued) 
S of Students 
Significant Symbols Question Question From Each Group Chi-Square Degrees of Significance 
Number C<mtext Answering Question Statistics Freedom Values **S1g. at .01 *S1g. at .05 
11-C Percentage of ER LR I 1.08055 I 4 I 0.8973 
support for 3"2% 2ll% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Savings 
11-D I Percentage of I ER LR I 6.00000 I 3 I 0.1116 support for .03% .03% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Employer support 
11-E I Percentage of I ER LR I 6.26097 I 4 I 0.1805 support for 16% 22% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Loan 
11-F I Percentage of I ER LR I 3.89305 I 4 I 0.4207 support for Ill 14% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Scholarships 
11-G I Percentage of I ER LR I 2.26703 I 4 I 0.6868 support for 20% 19% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Off-campus, part 
time hOrk 
11-H I Percentage of I ER LR I 0.00000 I 1 I 1.0000 support for 15% 16% 
financing 1 ast 
semester at OSU/ 
Off-campus, part 
time hOrk 
Hours worked per 
week 



















semester at OSU/ 
College Work 
Study _program 
TABLE I (Continued) 
S of Students 
From Each Group Chi-Square 
Answering Question Statistics 
ER LR 5,00184 
69% 6b% 
ER LR 5,86667 
.OR .04% 









CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC MAJOR - STUDENTS 
WHO LEFT OSU 
Satisfied With Major 
Count 
Row Pet. Row 
Col Pet Earlv Resoondents Late Respondents Total 
1 1 6 7 14.3 85.7 4.3 
.9 11.5 
13 7 20 
2 65.0 35.0 12.3 
11.7 13.5 
35 13 48 
3 72.9 27.1 29.4 
31.5 25.0 
38 18 56 
4 67.9 32.1 34.4 34.2 34.6 
24 8 32 
5 75.0 25.0 19.6 
21.6 15.4 
Column 111 52 163 
Total 68.1 31.9 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E. F. < 
10.63519 4 0.0310 2.233 2 of 10 (20.0%) 




CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF COUNSELING SERVICES - STUDENTS 





























































MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E. F. < 
9.82845 4 0.0434 0.176 9 of 10 (90.0%) 




RESULTS OF CHI-SQUARE TESTS FOR STUDENTS WHO 'STAYED AT OSU 















Where 1 i ved at 
OSU- Dorm 
Where 1 i ved at 
OSU- Home 
Where lived at 
OSU- Apt/Rm/ 
Trailer 
Where lived at 
OSU- Sorori ty I 
fraternity 
Where lived at 
osu- Other 







Have a major/ 
Yes or No 
If Yes/ How 
rated 
% of Students 














































Significance Significance Symbols 













TABLE IV (Continued) 
~ of Students 
Question Question From Each Group Chi-Square Degrees of Signfffcance Significant Symbols 
Number Context Answering Question Statistics Freedom Values **Sig. at .01 *Sig. at .05 
5-A Extracurricular ER LR 2.70963 4 I 0.6075 




5-B I Extracurricular I ER LR I 7.84501 I 4 I 0.0974 




5-C I Extracurricular I ER LR I 9,84347 I 4 I 0.0431 I * (see Table V) 
activities/ rate 60% 36% 
participation/ 
Prof. fraternity 
or honor society 
5-D I Extracurricular I ER LR I 5.17073 I 4 I 0.2702 




5-E I Extracurricular I ER LR I 6,16755 I 4 I 0.1870 




5-F I Extracurricular I ER LR I 13.25809 I 4 I 0.0101 I * (see Table VI) 
activities/ rate 58% 50% 
participation/ 
Religious or 
sp i ritual group 
























6-A Change majors at 
OSU/ Yes or No 
6-B Number of times 
changed/ 1,2, or 
3 
7 Intend to 
complete degree 
at OSU/ Yes-No-
Did not know 
8 OSU first 
college choice/ 
Yes or No 




TABLE IV (Continued) 
% of Students 
From Each Group Chi-Square 
Answering Question Statistics 
ER LR 7.03418 
50% 37% 
ER LR 3.99797 
71% 64% 
ER LR 5.50161 
20% 11% 
ER LR 5.53236 
99% lOTI% 
ER t:R 0. 94032 
38% 54% 
ER LR 2.75615 
lOll% 100% 
ER LR 3.92496 
99% 100% 












Significance Significant Symbols 




0.0187 * (see Table VII) 
0.6249 
0.2521 












































TABLE IV (Continued) 
% of Students 
From Each Group Chi-Square 
Answering Question Statistics 
ER LR 3.38431 
35% 37% 
ER lR 4.01858 
10% .on 
ER lR 2.75088 
37% 29% 
ER lR 7. 72497 
NY 30% 
ER lil 1.06667 .on .DR 









Significance Sfgnfffcant Symbols 











TABLE IV (Continued) 
% of Students 
Question Question From Each Group Chi-Square Degrees of Significance Significant Symbols 
Number Context Answering Question Statistics Freedom Values **Sig. at .01 *Sig. at .05 
10-C Percentage of ER LR I 3. 55592 I 4. I 0.4694 
support for 46% 51% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Savings 
10-D I Percentage of I ER LR 
support for 
financing last 
semester at OSU/1 (Statistics I cannot be I computed) 
Employer support 
10-E I Percentage of I ER LR I 2.24412 I 4 I 0.6910 support for 2lff 23! 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Loan 
10-F I Percentage of I ER LR I 1.06836 I 3 I o. 7847 support for 30% 1[% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Scholarships 
10-G I Percentage of I ER LR I 0.76575 I 4 I o. 9430 support for 22% 17% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Off-campus, part 
time work 
10-H I Percentage of I ER LR I 0.17335 I 1 10.6772 support for 18% 16% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Off-campus, part 
time work 



















semester at OSU/ 
Co 11 ege Work 
Study Program 
TABLE IV (Continued) 
% of Students 
From Each Group Chi-Square 
Answering Question Statistics 
ER LR 4.43454 
72% 76% 






Significance Significant Symbols 
Values **Sig. at .01 *Sig. at .OS 
0.3504 
0.2111 




CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES -
PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL FRATERNITY OR HONOR 
SOCIETY - STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 































D. F. SIGNIFICANCE 
4 0.0431 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS ;: 
Row 
















MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. <: 





CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES -
PARTICIPATION IN RELIGIOUS OR SPIRITUAL GROUPS -
STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
Religious Or Spiritual Group 
Count 
Row Pet. 





























































MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
3.769 3 of 10 (30.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 104 
101 
TABLE VII 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC MAJOR -
STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
Count 
Row Pet. 



































D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 ---- ··----·--
1 0.0187 30.343 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 1 
102 
TABLE VIII 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF INSTITUTIONAL CHOICE -
STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
OSU First Choice 
Count 
Row Pet. 




































CHI-SQUARE TABLES COMPARING STUDENTS 
WHO LEFT WITH STUDENTS WHO STAYED 
104 
TABLE IX 
RESULTS OF CHI-SQUARE TESTS FOR STUDENTS WHO LEFT 
OSU VS. STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 















Where lived at 
OSU - Dorm 
Where 1 i ved at 
OSU - Home 
Where 11ved at 
OSU - Apt/ Rm/ 
Tra 
Where 1 i ved at 
OSU - Sorority I 
fraternity 
Where lived at 
OSU - Other 





Rate advisor I 
availability 
Have a major/ 
Yes or No 
If Yes/ How 
rated 
% of Students 


































Degrees of Significance Significant Symbols 




1 0.0004 ** (see Table II) 
2 0.0005 ** (see Table II) 
1 0.3845 
4 0.0000 ** (see Table III) 
4 0.0255 * (see Table IV) 
4 0.0586 
I 0.0005 ** .(see Table V) 






5-A Extracurricular SL 




5-B I Extracurricular I SL 
activities/ rate 39% 
participation/ 
Co 11 ege student 
council 
5-C I Extracurricular I SL 
activities/ rate 41% 
participation/ 
Prof. fraternity 
or honor society 
5-0 I Extracurricular I SL 




5-E I Extracurricular I SL 
activities/ rate 38% 
participation/ 
Nationality 
Organi za ti on 
5-F I Extracurricular I SL 
activities/ rate 44% 
parti ci pa ti on/ 






ss 1 10.28843 
4~ 
ss 
Sli I 8.89831 
ss I 5.30365 
59% 
ss I 6.92867 44% 






I 4 I 0.0358 
I 4 I 0.0637 
I ' 4 I 0.2575 
I 4 I 0.1397 
I 4 I 0.6093 





















or sports club 
5-J Extracurricular 
acti v1ties/ rate 
participation/ 
Other activities 
6-A Change majors at 
OSU/ Yes or No 
6-8 Number of times 
changed/ 1,2, or 
3 
7 Intend to 
complete degree 
at OSU/ Yes- No-
Did not know 
8 OSU first 
college choice/ 
Yes or No 
TABLE IX (Continued) 
S of Students 
From Each Group 

















Chi-Square Degrees of Significan•~ 
.J L.Q Ll;::. L I\..!> rr·ccuum YdiUC:) 
12.47133 4 0.0142 
6.70258 4 0.1525 
1. 28131 4 0.8645 
2.33913 4 0.6737 
8.33416 2 0.0155 
12.30728 2 0.0021 
11.88369 2 0.0026 
2.23557 1 0.1349 
S1gn1f1cant Symbols 
--JI_Y:• cu .. UI. -.,•Y· at.. .v;;J 
* (see Table V) 
** (see Table V) 





................. VVII l..t::/\1.. 








9-C Rate counseling 
services/ 
Other types of 
counseling 








10-A Percentage of 
support for 
financing last 





Hours worked per 
week 
TABLE IX (Continued) 
:t of Students 
From Each Grouo 















Chi-Square Degrees of Significance 
Jl.Ql,l;)l,.ll.;) l""ft::t:UUIII YQIUt:~ 
2.03070 4 0.7301 
3.59594 4 0".4634 
6.23845 4 0.1820 
3.96756 4 0.4104 
1.46551 4 0.8327 
6.47619 4 0.1663 
0.06396 1 0.8003 
Signffi cant Symbo 1 s 







10-C Percentage of 
support for 
financing last 
semester at OSU 
Savings 
10-0 I Percentage of I SL ss support for .03% .004% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Employer support! 
10-E I Percentage of I SL ss support for 18% 24% 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Loan 
10-F I Percentage of I Sl ss support for tn 2bf 
financing last 
semester· at OSU/ 
Scholarships 
10-G I Percentage of I SL ss support for 19% 2R 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Off-campus,part-
time work 
10-H I Off-campus ,part-1 SL ss 
















I 3 I 0.4047 
I 4 I 0.1041 
I 4 I 0.1438 
I 4 I o.o7g9 







10-1 Percentage of 
support for 
financing last 




10-J Percentage of 
support for 
financing last 
semester at OSU/ 
Co 11 ege Work 
Study Proqram ----
TABLE IX (Continued) 
'li of Students 
From Each Grouo 





Chi -Square Degrees of Significance 
.,J l.UI..I ~I.. I I...~ I l ... o.;.UUIII "IUIU.._;;;J> 
13.84033 4 0.0078 
1.11310 2 0.5732 
Significant Symbols 
.................. .......... ·--





CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL EXPERIENCES -


































TABLE X (Continued) 
Home 
Col. Pet. Students who left 
Row 





















SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
0.9025 28.067 None 




TABLE X (Continued) 
Apartment/Room/Trailer 
Row 





















SIGNIFICNANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
0.0004 81.740 None 




TABLE X (Continued) 
Sorority/Fraternity 
Row 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed Total 
0 196 168 364 
53.8 46.2 79.0 
86.3 71.8 
1 31 65 96 








D.F. SIGNIFICNACE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. ~ 5 
2 0.0005 0.492 2 of 6 (33.3%) 




TABLE X (Continued) 
Other 



























D .F .. 
1 
SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
0.3845 9.356 None 




CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION - STUDENTS 
WHO LEFT VS. STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
Count 
Row Pet. 






















































SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
0.0000 6.862 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 4 
116 
TABLE XII 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC ADVISOR - STUDENTS 
WHO LEFT VS. STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
Class Scheduling & Selection Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 
Row 
Total 
1 27 18 45 
60.0 40.0 9.9 
12.1 7.8 
2 38 32 70 
54.3 45.7 15.4 
17.0 13.8 
3 51 60 111 
45.9 54.1 24.3 
22.8 25.9 
4 40 67 107 
37.4 62.6 23.5 
17.9 28.9 
5 68 55 123 
55.3 44.7 27.0 
30.4 23.7 
Column 224 232 456 
Total 49.1 50.9 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D. F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS ·wiTH E.F. < 5 . 
11.09415 4 0.0255 22.105 None 












TABLE XII (Continued) 
Availability 





















































SIGNIFICANCE MIN'E.F. CELLS'WITH E.F. < 5 
0.0586 21.297 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 37 
118 
TABLE XIII 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC MAJOR - STUDENTS WHO 
LEFT VS. STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
Selected A Major 
Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 
Row 
Total 
53 26 79 
No 67.1 32.9 17.3 
23.9 11.1 
169 208 377 
Yes 44.8 55.2 82.7 
76.1 88.9 
Column 222 234 456 
Total 48.7 51.3 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D. F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 
12.07978 1 0.0005 38.461 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 5 
119 
5 
TABLE XIII (Continued) 
Satisfied With Major Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 
Row 
Total 
1 7 1 8 87.5 1:2.5 2.2 
4.3 .5 
2 20 10 30 66.7 33.3 8.1 
12.3 4.9 
3 48 40 88 54.5 45.4 23.8 
29.4 19.4 
4 56 109 165 33.9 66.1 44.7 
34.4 52.9 
5 32 46 78 41.0 59.0 21.1 
19.6 22.3 
Column 163 206 369 
Total 44.2 55.8 10Q.O 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E. F. 
23.40464 4 0.0001 3.534 2 of 10 (20.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 92 
120 
< 5 




Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 




Yes 41.3 58.7 
31.7 43.3 
Column 224 233 
Total 49.0 51.0 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH 
8.33416 2 0.0155 0.980 2 of 6 





















TABLE XIII (Continued) 
Number Of Times Major Changed 








































MIN E. F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
5.813 None 




CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES - STUDENTS 
WHO LEFT VS. STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
Count 
Row Pet. 
Resident Hall Organization 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 
Row 
Total 
1 49 70 119 41.2 58.8 48.6 
40.2 56.9 
2 17 17 34 50.0 50.0 13.9 
13.9 13.8 
3 22 17 39 56.4 43.4 15.9 
18.0 13.8 
4 23 15 38 60.5 39.5 15.5 
18.9 12.2 
5 11 4 15 73.3 26.7 6.1 
9.0 3.3 
Column 122 123 245 
Total 49.8 50.2 10Q.O 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS HITH E. F. < 
9.29387 4 0.0542 7.469 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 216 
5 
124 
TABLE XIV (Continued) 
Count College Student Council 
Row Pet. Row c l p t s d 0 . c . tu ents w o e t tu ents w o staved h 1 f s d h Total 
1 80 86 166 48.2 51.8 83.0 
90.9 76.8 
2 2 4 6 
33.3 66.7 3.0 
2.3 3.6 
3 5 8 13 38.5 61.5 6.5 
5.7 7.1 
4 1 8 9 11.1 88.9 4.5 
1.1 7.1 
5 6 6 100.0 3.0 
5.4 
Column 88 112 200 
Total '44.0 56.0 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
10.28843 4 0.0358 2.640 5 of 10 (50.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 261 
TABLE XIV (Continued) 
Professional Fraternity or Honor Society 
Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left 





















































MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. ( 5 
6.458 None 
125 
TABLE XIV (Continued) 
Special Interest Organization 
Count 
Row Pet. 
Col P t St d t h 1 ft . c . u en s w o e 















































CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE 
0.2575 
MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E. F. 
5.30365 4 11.200 None 





TABLE XIV (Continued) 
National Organization 
Row 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed Total 
1 79 49.4 
90.8 
































SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. 
0.1397 1.381 
CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
6 of 10 (60.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 272 
127 
TABLE XIV (Continued) 
Religious Or Spiritual Group Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 
Row 
Total 
1 55 60 115 
47.8 52.2 50.2 
55.6 46.2 
2 11 14 25 44.0 56.0 10.9 
11.1 10.8 
3 16 25 41 39.0 61.0 17.9 
4 10 16 26 38.5 61.5 11.4 
10.1 12.3 
5 7 15 22 
31.8 68.2 9.6 
7.1 11.5 
Column 99 130 229 
Total 43.2 56.8 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E .F. ( 
2.69967 4 0.6093 9. 511 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 232 
128 
5 
TABLE XIV (Continued) 
Social Sorority Or Fraternity 
Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 
Row 
Total 
71 61 132 
1 53.8 46.2 50.6 
59.2 43.3 
2 6 3 9 66.7 33.3 3.4 
5.0 2.1 
3 10 9 19 52.6 47.4 7.3 
8.3 6.4 
11 20 31 
4 35.5 64.5 11.9 
9.2 14.2 
22 48 70 
5 31.4 68.6 26.8 
18.3 34.0 
Column 120 i41 261 
Total 46.0 54.0 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 
12.47133 4 0.0142 4.138 2 of 10 (20.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 200 
129 
5 













































SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. 
0.1525 4.518 













CELLS WITH E. F. ( 5 
3 of 10 (30.0%) 
130 
TABLE XIV (Continued) 
Intramurals Or Sports Club 
Count 
Row Pet. 








































MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. ( 5 
10.865 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 165 
131 
TABLE XIV (Continued) 
Other Activities 
Count 
Row Pet. Row 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed Total 
1 33 16 49 67.3 32.7 43.0 
45.2 39.0 
2 1 3 
2 66.7 33.3 2.6 
2.7 2.4 
3 10 3 13 76.9 23.1 11.4 
13.7 7.3 
8 5 13 
4 61.5 38.5 11.4 
11.0 12.2 
5 20 16 36 55.6 44.4 31.6 
27.4 39.0 
Column 73 41 114 
Total 64.0 36.0 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE 
2.33913 
D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. 'CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
4 0.6737 1.079 4 of 10 (40.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 347 
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TABLE XV 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF DEGREE INTENTIONS - STUDENTS 










Intended To Complete Degree 



































CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE 
0.0026 
MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. <: 5 
11.88369 2 19.204 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 0 
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TABLE XVI 
CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF INSTITUTIONAL CHOICE - STUDENTS 
WHO LEFT VS. STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
OSU First Choice 
Count 
Row Pet. 









CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE 
2.23557 1 0.1349 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 























CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF COUNSELING SERVICES - STUDENTS 
WHO LEFT VS. STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 
Psychological Counseling 
Count 
Row Pet. Row 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed Total 
1 26 29 55 47.3 52.7 75.3 
76.5 74.4 
3 2 5 
2 60.0 40.0 6.8 
8.8 5.1 
3 2 1 3 66.7 33.3 4.1 
5.9 7.7 
1 3 4 
4 25.0 75.0 5.5 
2.9 7.7 
2 4 6 
5 33.3 66.7 8.2 
5.9 10.3 
Column '34 j~ 73 
Total 46.6 53.4 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN·E:F. 'CELLS WITH E~F. ·~ 5 
2.03070 4 0.7301 1.397 8 of 10 (80.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 388 
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Col. Pet. Students who left 







































MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
4.799 1 of 10 (10.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 312 
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CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE 






























MIN E~F. . ·cELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
3.586 1 of 10 (10.0%) 












TABLE XVII (Continued) 
Academic Counseling 
(other than advisor) 

















































CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE Min E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
1.46551 4 0.8327 5.854 None 




TABLE XVII (Continued) 
Other Counseling 
Row 
r.nl Prt StllrlPntc: whn 1Pft C:::t11rlPntc: whn c: trt vPrl Tntrtl 
1 13 19 32 40.6 59.4 74.4 
61.9 86.4 
2 2 
2 100.0 4.7 
9.5 
-
4 1 5 
3 80.0 20.0 11.6 
19.0 4.5 
2 1 3 
4 66.7 33.5 7.0 
9.5 4.5 
5 1 1 100.0 2.3 
4.5 
Column 21 22 43 
Total 48.8 51.2 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D. F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E;F; < 
6.23845 4 0.1820 0.488 8 of 10 (80.0%) 




CHI-SQUARE COMPARISON OF FINANCING LAST SEMESTER AT OSU -
STUDENTS WHO LEFT VS. STUDENTS WHO STAYED AT OSU 



























































TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Number Of Hours Worked On-Campus, Part-Time Job 
Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left 
Below 14 20 hrs. 53.8 per. 82.4 week 
Over 






















CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 
0.06396 1 0.8003 1.733 2 of 4 (50.0%) 





TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Percentage Of Support With Savings 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 
Below 29 51 
20% 36.3 63.8 
41.4 45.9 
21 to 18 37 
40% 32.7 67.3 
25.7 33.3 
41 to 11 14 
60% 44.0 56.0 
15.7 12.6 
61 to 5 4 
80% 55.6 44.4 
7.1 3.5 
81 to 7 5 100% 58.3 41.7 
10.0 4.5 














Total 38.7 61.3 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
4.35421 4 0.3602 3.481 2 of 10 (20.0%) 















TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Percentage Of Support From Employer Support 


































CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
2.91667 3 0.4047 0.143 8 of 8 (100.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 454 
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TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Percentage Of Support From Loans 
Count 
Row Pet. 








41 to 8 
60% 32.0 
19.5 
61 to 3 
80% 25.0 
7.3 
























CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E~F; < 5 
7.67864 4 0.1041 2.959 2 of 10 (20.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 364 
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TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Percentage Of Support By Off-Campus, Part-Time Work 
Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed 
Below 14 21 20% 40.0 60.0 
31.8 43.8 
21 to 10 11 40% 47.6 52.4 
22.7 22.9 
41 to 7 9 60% 43.8 56.3 
15.9 18.8 
61 to 4 6 80% 40.0 60.0 
9.1 12.5 
81 to 9 1 
100% 90.0 10.0 
20.5 2.1 
Column 44 48 















·cHI.:.SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN'E~F. CELLS WITH E~F~ ·~ 
8.33947 4 0.0799 4.783 2 of 10 (20.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 369 
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5 
TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Number Of Hours Worked Off-Campus, Part-Time Job 
Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet. Students who left 
Below 12 20 hrs. 29.3 per 
week 
Over 23 


















SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E:F. ( 5 
0.0020 15.867 None 



















TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Percentage Of Support From Scholarships 































D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 
4 0.1438 0.629 4 of 10 (40.0%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 372 
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5 
TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Percentage Of Support From Parents And Spouse 
Count 
Row Pet. 
































































CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
13.84033 4 0.0078 15.163 None 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 136 
148 
149 
TABLE XVIII (Continued) 
Count 
Row Pct~ercentage Of Support From College Work Study Row 
Col. Pet. Students who left Students who stayed Total 
Below 2 6 8 20%. 25.0 75.0 36.4 
25.0 42.9 
21 to 4 4 8 40% 50.0 50.0 36.4 
50.0 28.6 
41 to 2 4 6 
60% 33.3 66.7 27.3 
25.0 28.6 
Column 8 14 22 
Total 36.4 63.6 100.0 
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN L F .. CELLS WITH E.F. < 5 
1.11310 2 0.5732 2.182 4 Of 6 (66.7%) 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 439 
TABLE XIX 
RATINGS OF EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES, COUNSELING SERVICES 
AND ACADEMIC CLIMATE 
Stuaents7Sta~eCI StuCients7Ceft Degrees Chi -Squared Slgnifi cance 
N Mean* so N Mean* so of freedom Value 
Extracurricular Activities 
Intramurals or Sports Club 208 2.567 1.907 182 2.291 1.889 4 1. 28131 0.8645 
Special Interest Organization 208 1. 788 1.808 182 1.423 1.633 4 5.30365 0.2575 
Student Government 208 .909 1.276 182 .665 .936 4 6. 70258 0.1525 
Professional fraternity or 
Honor Society 208 1.178 1.478 182 .769 1.093 4 8.89831 0.0637 
Student Council 208 .865 1.196 182 .566 .708 4 10.28843 0.0358** 
Religious or spiritual 
group 208 1.452 1.605 182 1.099 1.407 4 2.69967 0.6093 
Social sorority or 
fraternity 208 1.990 2.026 182 1.467 1. 694 4 12.47133 0.0142** 
Residence hall organization 208 1.130 1.329 182 1.626 1.623 4 9.29387 0.0542 
Nationality organization 208 .716 1.041 182 .593 .867 4 6.92867 0.1397 
Other activities 208 .611 1.474 182 1.093 1.730 4 . 2.33913 0.6737 
Counseling Services 
Career counseling 134 1.649 1.628 225 .702 1. 321 4 3.59594 0.4634 
Academic counseling (other 
than faculty advisor) 134 1.127 1.577 225 .627 1.230 4 1.46551 0.8327 
Other counseling 134 .231 .682 225 .164 .608 4 6.23845 0.1820 
financial counseling 134 1.291 1.440 225 .489 1.102 4 3.96756 0.4104 
Psychological counseling 134 .507 1.095 225 .231 .701 4 2.03070 0.7301 
Academic Climate 
Overall Quality of Instruction 234 3.415 .702 224 3.339 .966 4 30.78810 0.0000** 
Helpfulness of Faculty Advisor 
with Career Plans 234 3.440 1.249 226 3.345 1.413 4 11.09415 0.0255** 
Availability of faculty 
Advisor 234 3.150 1.496 226 3.040 1.570 4 9.10236 0.0586 
Satisfaction with Major 234 3.449 1.482 221 2.602 1.8084 4 23.40464 0.0001** 
*Means for Extracurricular Activities indicate degree of participation, 1~ least active, 5~ most active. Means 
for Counseling Services variables indicate helpfulness of service, 1~ least helpful, 5 =most helpful.· Means for 
Academic Climate range from 1 = least satisfactory, 5 =most satisfactory. 





OTHER DATA COLLECTED BUT NOT COMPARED 
BETWEEN STUDENTS WHO LEFT AND 
STUDENTS WHO STAYED 
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Results of Data Collected from Students 
Who Left But Not Compared With 
Students Who Stayed 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the attrition/ 
retention situation at Oklahoma State University (OSU) by com-
paring characteristics and concerns of students who stayed at 
OSU with students who left. Although the study did compare 
the two groups, data were also collected that could not be 
compa~ed. 
Students who left were asked to reply to eleven questions 
dealing with categories such as: 
l. What did you do after leaving OSU? 
2. What were the causes for your leaving OSU? 
3. To whom did you talk about withdrawing? 
4. Would you have dropped out if you had known what you 
know now? 
5. Were there problems caused by the University which 
you felt resulted in your withdrawal? 
6. Do you plan to return to college in the near future? 
7. What were the reasons for choosing OSU in the first 
place? 
8. What expectations of OSU did you have that were not 
fulfilled? 
9. Do you think there was anything OSU could have done 
to help you personally, to help you overcome academic diffi-
culties, to aid you in solving financial problems, to change 
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your mind about transferring, to encourage you to remain at 
OSU? 
10. Is there anything OSU can do now to help? 
11. Do you hope to return to OSU at any time in the 
future? 
When looking at the responses, the following data were 
collected from the 227 students who left: 
When responding to the question: What did you do during 
the first term you left OSU, 95 students were at another 
school, five in military service, 93 were working, four took 
time to travel, ten were homemakers, 11 were unemployed, and 
seven were doing other things. 
When asked what they were doing presently, the students 
answered that 95 were still in school, eight were in the 
military, 98 were working, three were traveling, nine were 
homemakers, three were unemployed, and six were doing 
something else. 
Respondents were given a choice of four different 
categories, academic, financial, employment, and personal, 
when responding to the questions: What do you feel were the 
causes for your leaving OSU; to what would you attribute your 
problems; and what do you feel were the main problems that 
brought about your decision to withdraw? More than one answer 




Thirty-seven respondents stated they were unhappy with 
their major; 96 left because of low grades; 17 were 
dissatisfied with the quality of instruction; 47 listed 
boredom as a reason for leaving; 22 needed more career-
oriented courses; ten listed that major courses were not 
available; 14 noted that a desired program was not available; 
26 noted other academic reasons for leaving; 22 had a change 
in career goals; 63 transferred to another institution; 15 
found courses too difficult; 23 noted that a job interfered 
with studies; 28 admitted that extracurricular activities 
interfered with studies; 40 needed a temporary break frcm 
studies; and 40 stated that being undecided about a choice of 
a major led to their leaving. 
Financial 
Thirty-five students noted that financial aid was not 
sufficient; three had their work-study program terminated; one 
listed problems with Veterans Administration (VA) benefits; 22 
left because other financial aid was not received; 26 listed 
other financial reasons; three withdrew because they could not 
get a bank loan; 32 believed that OSU was too expensive or 
they could not afford OSU; nine thought that they were 
receiving a poor r~turn on investment by attending OSU; and 41 




Twenty-five students left because of job scheduling 
conflicting with their studies; 23 left because they could not 
find a job while in school; 12 listed other employment 
problems; 21 left OSU to accept a full-time job; and eight 
enlisted in the military service. 
Personal 
Twenty-one students left OSU because they desired to live 
at ho~e; three noted difficulty in commuting to campus; 12 
left because their families moved out-of-state or out of the 
area; 20 admitted they left because parental expectations were 
too great; 21 students left OSU because home responsibilities 
were too great; 12 left due to illness or an accident; 29 
admitted that they left because they could not adjust to a 
large university; 44 listed other personal reasons; 18 found 
studying too time-consuming; four left because they had 
already fulfilled their personal educational goals; 21 had to 
leave because of marriage or pregnancy; 15 left because of 
disciplinary problems; one cited child care not being 
available as a reason for leaving; and 77 listed a lack of 
motivation or uncertainty about goals as their reason for 
withdrawing. 
The students were given ten categories and asked: To whom 
did you talk about withdrawing? The results were: 
Twenty-eight talked to an academic advisor; ten talked to 
a faculty advisor; five visited with someone in the college 
dean's office; 104 talked to family members before deciding to 
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leave OSU; 12 talked to a counselor; 85 talked to other 
students about the decision; eight talked to a resident 
advisor; one went through an exit interview; 75 admitted tney 
did not talk to anyone; and 20 listed other people. 
When asked to list the time of year they talked to 
someone about leaving, students answered: 63 listed either in 
the spring or second semester at OSU; and 21 listed either in 
the fall or first semester at OSU. 
~espondents were also asked: Would you have dropped out 
if you had known what you know now? One-hundred and twenty-
two responded by saying yes, 51 answered no, and 40 did not 
know. 
When looking at the results of the question: Were there 
problems caused by the University which you felt resulted in 
your withdrawal, the former students responded with 59 stating 
yes and 157 stating no. 
One-hundred seventy-eight students noted that they 
planned to return to college in the near future and just ten 
planned not to return. Twenty-five were undecided about their 
college plans. Of the respondents who were going to return to 
a college, 47 are returning to OSU; 25 were leaving Oklahoma 
to attend another college; 14 listed a junior college as the 
next college of choice; 25 were going to enroll at Oklahoma 
University (OU); and 21 were going to a state regional 
university. 
The former students had several reasons for choosing OSU 
in the first place, but the answers were divided into four 
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categories. The categories and results are: Good academic 
programs/good university, 26; parents or family went there, 
17; friends went there, nine; and campus location and friendly 
atmosphere, 25. 
The question: What expectations of OSU did you have that 
were not fulfilled, produced the following answers by 
category: Good academic programs or curriculum, 12; good 
teachers or instruction, 10; graduate assistant/foreign 
teaching assistants, six; and caring faculty and advisor, 20. 
Respondents were also asked to answer the question: Do 
you think there was anything OSU could have done to: l) help 
you personally, 37 answered yes and 64 answered no; 2) help 
you overcome academic difficulties, 60 answered yes and 44 
answered no; 3) aid you in solving financial problems, 31 
answered yes and four answered no; 4) change your mind about 
transferring, 12 answered yes and 74 answered no; and 5) 
encourage you to remain at OSU, 32 answered yes and 62 
answered no. 
When asked: Is there anything OSU can do now to help, the 
respondents answered with 51 saying yes and 112 answering no. 
Eighty-five students noted that they hoped to return to 
OSU in the future, while 71 stated they would not return to 
OSU and 67 were undecided. 
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Results of Data Collected From Students Who 
Stayed But Not Compared With Students 
Who Left 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the attrition/ 
retention situation at OSU by comparing characteristics and 
concerns of students who stayed at OSU with students who 
left. Although the study did compare the two groups, data 
were also collected that was not compared. 
Students who stayed were asked to reply to two questions 
that were not compared to the students who left. They were: 
What expectations of OSU did you have that are not oeing 
fulfilled, and do you think there is anything OSU could do to 
(if applicable): 1) help overcome academic difficulties; 2) 
aid you in solving financial problems; 3) change your mind 
about transferring; and 4) encourage you to remain at the 
University? 
When looking at the responses, the following results were 
collected from the 234 students who stayed. 
In responding to the question: What expectations of OSU 
did you have that are not being fulfilled, the three main 
areas of concern were: (l) better instruction/better teachers, 
22 responded; 2) more financial aid counseling, six responded; 
and 3) better advising and academic counseling, eight 
responded. 
Fifty-three students felt that OSU could help them 
overcome academic difficulties; 48 thought OSU could help them 
solve financial problems; only four students thought OSU could 
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do something to change their minds about transferring; and 17 
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